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United States Department of the Interior 


BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
Prineville District Office 
P.O. Box $50 (3050 N_E. 3rd Street) 
Prineville, Oregon 97754 





June 29. 1998 
Dear Public Land User. 


Phank vou for your interest in the Northeastern Oregon Assembled Land Exchange and Resource 
Management Plan (RMP) maintenance for retention, exchange. and disposal of public land. This 
Final Environmental Impact Statement analyzes three alternatives for the identification and 
exchange of lands owned by the BLM and private parties. The goal of the exchange ts to enable 
the BLM to more effectively meet ecosystem management objectives. to consolidate BLM 
managed lands for more effective and efficient resource protection, enhancement. and use. and io 
ensure that retained lands have sufficient public benefit to merit the costs of management. This 
EIS includes changes in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement based on public comment. 
Salt review. and the availability of updated imtormation 


\liernative |. the Proposed Action. involves the exchange of about 90,000 acres of BLM lands tor 
as much as 70,000 acres of private land. This alternative would implement the strategies decided 
in the Two Rivers. John Day. and Baker RMPs_ These strategies involve the consolidation of 
BLM lands through a land exchange process. By consolidating holdings the costs of land 
managemem would be reduced and the resulting large blocks could be managed to provide for the 
habitat needs of plants. trish. and wildlite. The proposed action was developed to implemen the 
concepts of ecosystem management and ts consistent with the Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem 
Management Project (CBEMP). This alternative emphasizes the acquisition of anadromous fish 
habitat 


\lternative | would implement the exchange in two major phases. Phase | would involve the 
exchange of about $0,000 acres of BLM lands for about 47,000 acres of private lands. Future 
Phases of the Exchange would account for the remaiming acres of the exchange. Juniper Canyon 
parcels. originally identified as part of Phase 1. have been withdrawn from Phase 1 of the 
exchange and would not be part of any future exchange transaction until the appropriate level of 
National Environmental Policy Act analysts occurs. Future Phases of the exchange, except for the 
Juniper Canyon Parcels, would involve the exchange of BLM parcels that have been identified and 
analy zed in this document for privately owned parcels that have vet to be identified or analyzed 
buture Phases of the exchange would be completed alter the identification and analysis of the 


private parcels take place 


\lternative 2. the No Action Alternative. 1s required by NEPA. This alternative would continue 
the practice of case-by-case exchanges but ts not likely to allow for the assembly of large 
contiguous blocks of BLM land that could be managed in a manner consistent with the principles 
of Loosystem Management 

















Alternative 3 was specifically developed in response to concerns about the potential loss of old 
rowth habitat expressed during public scoping. This alternative would involve the exchange ot 
about 58.000 acres of BLM land for private land totaling about 19.000 acres identified tor 

acquisition in Phase | and a vet to be determined amount to be acquired during Future Phases o1 
the Exchange Under this Alternative the BLM would retain Old Growth stands and siands with a 
irge tree component but. as the result of fewer acres of land to be exchanged. would acquire less 


than 2S‘ of the anadromous tish habitat that would be acquired under Alternative | 


When selecting an alternative We may accept Known or assumed significant environmental impacts 
on tormer BLM managed lands after exchange into private ownership, providing the acquired 
lands are expected to provide long-term compensating values and enhanced protection for regional 


signmitncant resources 


This document ts subject to a 30 day review period. From the publication date of 

interested parties have 30 davs to review and comment on the FEIS. All comments must be ether 
postmarked or received by August 30, 1998 to be considered. If you have a comment about this 
document Wwe encourage vou to respond to Prineville BLM District Office. Attention: Dick 
Coseritte. Area Manager: P.O. Box S50. Prineville. OR 97754 


\iter review of the comments we will make our decision in a Record of Decision. Altes 
mot the Record of Decision, interested parties will have 45 davs to protest the decision 


nubi iit 


(438CERIOIOS-2). After this period the decision may be implemented 


Biological Assessments and evaluations and other specialist reports are part of the planning record 


It vou would like to review these documents please contact Prineville BLM District Office. 
\uention: Ron Lane. P.O. Box $50. Prineville, OR 97754 or phone 541-416-6752 


We appreciate vour interest in the management of public lands in the Central Oregon and Baker 


Resource Areas in the Prineville and Vale Districts, respectively 


Sincerel\ 


-_—_= 


// ’ 
4 wes , < a YN 
~- @ * oa - 
James L. Hancock id Singleton 
District Manager, Prineville District Manager. Vale 
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Abstract 


This final environmental impact statement describes three alternatives for impiementing a 
land exchange between the Bureau of Land Management and multiple private parties in 
Northeast Oregon. 


Alternative 1 is the “Preferred Alternative.” This alternative would consolidate BLM holdings 
by disposing of as much as 92,000 acres of land in scattered tracts managed by the BLM 
and acquiring over 70,000 acres of private lands. This alternative emphasizes the 
acquisition of lands bordering rivers and streams that support anadromous fish by acquiring 
a net increase of about 53 miles of stream. 


Alternative 2 is the “No Action” alternative required by the National Environmental Policy 
Act. It would continue present management as directed by the Baker, Two Rivers, and 
John Day Resource Management Plans. 


Alternative 3 responds to concerns that Alternative 1 would reduce the amount of Old 
Growth that woul? be preserved after implementation of the exchange. Under this 
alternative the BLM would dispose of about 57,000 acres and acquire over 20,000 acres 
The BLM wouid not dispose of any old growth acres but would only acquire a net gain of 
about 12 miles of streams and rivers that support anadromous fish. 
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Acronyms 


ACEC 
ACOE 
AIRFA 
ARPA 
ATV 
AUM 


BLM 


CEO 
cts 
CFL 
CFR 
CLE 
CTWS 
CTUIR 


Area of Critical Environmental Concern 
Army Corps of Engineers 

Amencan indian Religious Freedom Act 
Archaeological Resources Protection Act 
All terrraim vehicle 

Animal Una Month 


Bureau of Land Management 


Council on Environmental Quaiity 
Cubic feet per second 

Commercial forestiand 

Code of Federal Regulations 
Clearwater Land Exchange 
Contederated Tribes of Warm Springs 


Contederated Tribes of Umatilla indian Reservation 


diameter at breast height 
Department of Environmental Quality 


environmental assessment 
Environmental impact Statement 
Endangered Species Act 
Evolutionary Significant Unit 


Federal Emergency Management Agency 
Federal Land Policy Management Act 
Federal Register 


herd management area 
habitat management plan 


John Day Fossil Beds National Monument 
Loggins storage facililty 


management framework plan 

thousand board feet (timber measurement) 
millon board feet (tenber measurement) 
memorandum of understanding 


Native American Graves Protection Act 
National Environmental Policy Act 

National Historic Preservation Act 

Noriheast Oregon Assembied Land Exchange 
National Wildlife Refuge 


Oregon Depariment of Fish and Wildlife 
Offtighway vehicle 

Oregon Natural Heritage Program 
OreguiVWashington 

Oregon Water Resources Department 
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PACFISH Enwronmenta! Assessment tor the implementation 


Anadromous Fishproducing Watersheds m East 


t California 


PF Proper funchon ng cor 37 

PNC poteniim™ natural Ccorwrnurty 

Om paris per Denon 

pprr parts per mullion 

4 1 _ pr me and uruque farm an gs 

RA resource area 

RHCA Rpanan Habitat Conservation Area (PACFISH) 
RI f ver TwWie 

RMP Resource management piar 


ROD Record of Decision 
TCP vracthona cunural property 
USFS United States Forest Service 


USFWS United States Fish and Widite Service 
USGS United States Geological Service 


VRM Visual Resources Management 
WSA Wilderness Study Act 
ws Wild and Scenic River 
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Executive 
Summary 


Background 


The Northeast Oregon Assembied Land Exchange 
(NOALE) environmental impact statement 
addresses the potential d:sposal of about 90,000 
acres of BLM-managed public lands and potential 
acquisition of approximately 70,000 acres land in 
Grant, Umatilla, and Morrow counties. Yet to be 
determined amounts are likely to be acquired im 
Wheeler, Baker, Wallowa, and Union counties 
These lands are within the Central Oregon and 
Baker Resource Areas in the Prineville and Vale 
Bureau of Land Management Districts. respectively 
This EIS also addresses plan maintenance for the 
Baker Resource Management Plan to create a 3- 
zone land tenure adjustment strategy 









This exchange proposal is both an assembied and 
taciitated (by a private entity, Clearwater Land 
Exchange) action where lands trom multiple 
ownershps (public and private) are brought 
together in a common pool for exchange or sale to 
other ownerstups 


Land tenure adjustments in northeast central 
Oregon have been discussed for over ten years 
The need to improve management efficiency 
through the land tenure adjustment program 
(disposal of small, isolated tracts for larger biocks 
of contiguous lands) was identified in the John Day 
RAMP of 1984, its Record of Decision (ROD) of 
1985, and a subsequent RMP Amendment of 1995 
The exchanges would implement most land tenure 
adjustments addressed in the Baker, Two Rivers. 
and John Day Resource Management Plans 


Scope of the 
Proposal 


Because of the complexity and size of NOALE. the 
exchanges would occur in an initial Phase 1 and 
future phases. Phase | would involve disposal of 
approximately 50,000 acres of public lands 
primarily in Grant County, with lesser amounts in 
Umatilia, Morrow, and Wheeler counties Future 
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phases would involve lands primarily in Baker, 
Union and Grant countes, with lesser amounts m 
Umatilla. Morrow, Wallowa, and Wheeler countes 
Thus executive surmmary focuses on resource 
values of lands Wentied for Phase 1 and all lands 
considered for disposal by the BLM 


Not all private lands to be acquired in future phases 
have been specifically denttied However, they 
must meet certain criena described in Chr er 1 of 
thus EIS. Most private lands to be acquireu are 
expected to be nm Baker and Grant counties, bu 
could also be in Union, Wallowa, Morrow, and/or 
Umatilla countes. All disposal lands and the 
effects of disposal are Gescribed in thus document 
Enwronmental Assessments (EA), tered to ths 
EIS. would be prepared for acquisition parcels 
determined im the future. The EAs would further 
Gescribe the resources private lands imvolved and 
the impacts resulting from thew acquisition 

Parcels in Juniper Canyon in the Umatilia Basin 
have been withdrawn from Phase 1 of the 
exchange. inclusion in a future exchange would be 
dependent on a future Environrertal Assessment 
that would disclose the impacts ite exchange of 
both disposal and acquisition properties 


Three alternatives, Alternative 1 (Preferred), 
Alternative 2 (No Action), and Alternative 3 
(Retention) were analyzed to address a range of 
actions and to address issues concerning the 
exchange. Both action alternatives (1 and 3) 
propose repositioning of BLM's land assets from 
many scattered tracts into contiguous biocks of 
public lands with high resource values 


The alternatives respond to six issues and 
concerns identified in the planning and public 
scoping process, which consisted of public 
meetings, public tours, newsletter mailings, and 
consultations with Federal and state agencies, and 
local and tribal governments. The issues identified 
Guring this process were 


¢ Resource management on tracts considered 
for disposal or acquisition (including 
presumed changes in land use following the 
exchange) 

¢ Land Manageability (includes public access 
and administrative costs of managing 
isolated, scattered tracts) 

¢ Widite Habitat (includes old-growth habitat 
and nmparian areas/wetiands) 
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¢ Columbia Basin Shrub-Steppe Habdat 
(Discussed separately Gue to @s uniqueness 
@S afi important vegetation Component m the 
Umatilla Basin). 

¢ Forestiands Containing a Large Tree 
Component (included in the forestiand 
Giscussion for forest stands Comtaimuing trees 
over 21° in DBH) 

* Socioec nomics (including effects on county 
revenues, employment Changes due to 
changing timber harvest levels, and impacts 
to local livestock industry and recreational 


opportunities) 


Phase | Exchanges 


The Preterred Alternative (Alternative 1) proposes 
the potential disposal of approximately 50,000 
acres of public lands, primarily on scattered tracts. 
and the acquisition of approximately 47,400 acres. 
mostly on the North Fork John Day River and 
tributanes (about 43,000 acres), and lesser 
amounts on the South Fork John Day River and 
tributaries. Acquisition lands contain nearly 60 
rules of salrnond fish habitat (54 miles 
anadromous), 286-500 acres of riparian habitat on 
71.5 miles of pe.enmal streams, important big 
game wintering habitat for 1200-1500 elk and 
3,000-4,000 mule deer, and a wide range of 
recreational opportunities accessible on contiguous 
blocks of land (Table S-1). Of the lands considered 
for disposal, nearly 60 percent lack public access 
and approximately 80 percent are 60 acres or less 
in size. in contrast, the potential acquisition lands 
are large blocks of contiguous lands that would be 
accessible to the general public 


Alternative 3 (Retention Alternative) proposes ‘he 
potential disposal of approximately 33,400 acres of 
public lands, primarily on scattered tracts, and the 
acquisition of apprommately 19,200 acres on 
uplands and tributaries of the North Fork John Day 
River (JV Ranch). Potential acquisition lands 
contain nearly 18 miles of anadromous saimonid 
fish habitat, 74.130 acres of npanan habiat on 
18.5 miles of perennial streams, important big 
game wintering habitat for 1.200-1,500 elk and 
3,000-4,000mule deer, and a wide range of 
recreational opportunities accessible on one 
contiguous block of land (Table S-1). The key 
difference between Alternatrve | and Alternative 3 
iS that Atterative 3 would retain all potential 
disposal tracts that contain Columbia Basin Shrub- 
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Steppe habitat or forestiands with a large tree 


component. Alternative 3 was developed to 
respond to concerns about these habitats. 


Antoipated impacts tor Phase | of the exchange 
proposal are discussed below by resource value. 


Vegetation: Long-range improvements would be 
expected in vegetatrve Condition under Alternatives 
1 and 3. Little change ts anticipated under 
Alternative 2. 


Forestiands Containing Large 

in Alternative 1, there would be a net gain of 511 
acres of forestlands Containing large tree 
component. in the long term, moderate benefits 
are expected because these are contiguous lands 
that can be managed more effectively. The 
moderate rating is due to the density of large trees 
on acquisition lands being less than on disposal 
lands. Alternative 3 would resull in slight benefits 
with a net gain of 370 acres of forestiands 


containing large tree Component. 


Riparian Areas/Water: Under Alternative 1, 
substantial improvements could be expected in 
riparian habitats and water quality with the 
acquisition of over 71 miles of perennial streams 
(apprommately 12.5 perennial steam miles are on 
disposal lands). Moderate improvements to water 
Quality and mparian habitats is expected under 
Alternative 3 with the acquisition of over 18 miles of 
perenmal streams (2.2 mules disposal). 


Columbia Basin Shrub-Steppe Habitat: Under 
Alternative 1, approxmmately 2,000 acres of this 
habitat type would be disposed; however, only 
about 100 of these acres are in good ecological 
condition with a full component of native pla. « 
species. About 215 acres of this shrub steppe 
habitat on four parcels would likely be converted to 
agricultural or urban uses, impacting the recource 
slightly. Vegetation on the remaining disposal 


parcels (including all that are in good ecologica! 
condition) would not be substantially affected, as 


current uses would likely continue. Under 
Alternatives 2 and 3, this habitat type would be 
retained, current uses would continue, causing no 
impacts to the current condition of these parcels. 


Wildlife Habitat: Wiidiife habitats would benefit 
substantially under Attlernative 1. Over 71 miles of 
riparian habitat crucial for many wildiife species 
would be acquired. For comparison, 12.8 miles of 
nparian habitat (on 33 parcels) is considered for 














Table S-1. Summary Comparison of Alternatives (Phase 1 Exchanges) 





Executive Summary 
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disposal. Critical winter range supporting 1,209- 
*- 


| 500 elk and 3.000-4,.000 mule deer. as well as 


e habitat would benefit moderately under 
big Game winter range and a 
anan habitat could be 


Old-Growth Forest Habitat: There would be a net 
2ss of 527 acres of old-growth forest habitat (1.127 
acres arisposed, 600 acres acquired) under 
Alternative 1. This would have sight to moderate 
dite species Gepencent on tus habitat 
type. Under Alternatives 2 and 3. no old-crowth 


ores! NaDrat would De aisposec 


“ 
+ * 


Fisheries: Fish habrtats would benef 
substantially under Alternative 1 (net gain of 53 
The benefits of an additional 59 
es of fish habitat within Contiguous land Diocks 
and adjacent to Nationa! Forest lands would 
outweigh the potential impacts on stream segments 
onsidered for disposal! (8.25 mules on 26 parcels) 
sh habitats would benefit slightly to moderately 
under Alternative 3 (net gain of 14 miles of habitat) 


een, Lx ~~ ~~ @¢sa? 
es ada 


7 


- 
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Special Status Species: Alternative 1 would have 
positive impacts to Federally usted threatened and 
endangered species. The North Fork John Day 
River serves as wintering habitat for h.aid eagies 
Three baid €ag. roosts that are curr. vWly on lands 
private ownership would De inciuded in tne 
acquisition, and an additional 12 bald eagle roost 
sites exist on BLM-managed lands that are 
adjacent to biocks of private lands considered for 
acquisition. Federal management of these 
Surrounding private lands Could prove beneficial to 
thus species in the long term. Approximately 12 
mules of winter migrating Dull trout Nabitat could be 
acquired on the North Fork (bull trout are a 
Proposed Threatened species). Only 0.6 miles 
two parcels on the Middle Fork John Day) of 
mstonc bul! trout habitat (Currently unoccupied) 
would be disposed. Under Alternative 3, bald 
eagies may utilize habitat acquired on tndutanes 
within the JV Ranch (Wali Creek and Ditch Creek 
drainages); no bull trout habitat would be acquired 
of Gesposed 


-~ 


Further, no Federally listed plant species were 
found on any of the potential disposal parcels and 
mone are known to exist on the proposed 
acquisition pa‘cels 


Recreational Opportunities: Under Alternative 1. 
acquiring about 43,000 acres of blocked. 
contiguous lands along the North Fork John Day 
River and tributanes would provide outstanding 
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opportunities for dispersed recreation including 
fishing, hunting, hiking, Camping, mountain biking, 
and wildlife viewing. Fewer opportunities would be 
available under Alternative 3, as only 20,000 acres 
would be acquired in a large block. Generally, 
there are few recreational opportunities on disposal 
tracts that Co have legal access due to their small 
size 


Access: The public's ability to access BLM- 
manages lands would be greatly enhanced under 
Alternative 1. Approximately 47,400 acres on 18 
parcels of acquisition lands would be accessible by 
the general public, while only 15,190 acres (on 90 
tracts) of the 50,000 acres considered for disposal 
currently have tega! access. Under Alternative 3, 
19.000 acres of acquisition lands (one tract) would 
be accessible, while 9.900 acres (34 tracts) of the 
33,400 acres Considered for disposal currently 
have legal access 


Wild and Scenic Rivers: Acquisition of 4 miles of 
the South Fork John Day Wild and Scenic River 
under Alternative 1 would improve BLM's ability to 
protect and manage the river's outstandingly 
remarkable values. A net gain of 1,140 acres within 
the proposed Wild and Scenic River boundary 
(1.270 acquisition acres, 130 disposal acres within 
the boundary) Could come into BLM management 


FEMA-Designated Floodplains: BLM holdings of 


designated floodplains would show a net increase 
of 60 acres (South Fork John Day River) under 
Alternative 1. Another 220 acres of non-designatec 
floodplains Could be acquired on the North Fork 
John Day River. Floodplain function would be 
expected to improve under public ownership and 
management when large blocks are acquired. No 
impacts to designated floodplains would occur 
under Alternative 3 


Soils: Minor impacts to upland and lowland soils 
are anticipated from timber harvesting activities 
and agricultural/urban Conversion of rangelands 
under Alternatives 1 and 3 


Consolidation of public lands along the North Fork 
John Day River and its tributaries and the South 
Fork John Day River under Alternative 1 would 
moderately enhance tribal access to usual and 
accustomed hunting and gathering areas. Disposal 
of subject Federal lands would reduce or eliminate 
opportunities for tribes to use some traditional 
areas; however, treaty-reserved nghts and 
traditional uses would apply to all newly acquired 
lands, which would potentially reduce the effect of 
land disposal on triba! interests 


Under the No Action Alternative (Alternative 2) . 
BLM's knowledge of culture resources on public 
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lands considered for disposal would be greatly 
enharced because of extensive surveys Conducted 
on those lands. However, cultural use of most 


parcels is subject to securing legal access. 


Alternative 3 would sligh*ly improve tribal access to 
traditional use areas and dispose less public lands 
that may contain cultural resources. 


Paleontological Resources: Under Alternative 1. 
there w—uld be loss of some geologic features 
containing fossils. However, the information gained 
through the inventory process would provide 
important data otherwise lost forever. Under the 
No Action Alternative (Alternative 2), BLM's 
knowledge of paleontological resources On public 
lands considered for disposal! would be greatly 
enhanced because of extensive surveys Conducted 
on those lands. Similarly, Atlernatrve 3 would allow 
for the gain of important information without 
substantial loss of lands containing geologic 
features with fossils. 


Timber Resources: in the shor term, BLM would 


have less commercial timber volume available for 
harvest under Alternative 1. Disposal forestlands 
(7,646 acres) contain approximately 60 million 
board feet, and acquisition lands (10,634 acres) 
contain approximately 45 million board feet. In the 
long term, BLM would benefit from having a larger 
commercial forest acreage base capable of 
producing more timber than the current ownership 
and management status. No change 's anticipated 
under Alternative 3 in BLM’'s commercial forest 
base capacities. 


Livestock Grazing: Littio change is anticipated in 
grazing uses, except that appropriate use levels 
would be determined on acquisition tands that 
protect nabitat for special status species. 
Admunisiration duties and efficiencies would be 
greatly improved under Alternative 1 due to 
approximately 125 grazing allotments being fully or 
Partially elyminated on disposal lands. About five 
allotments would be formed or expanded from 
existing Grazing allotments on acquisition lands. 


Under Alternative 3, approximately 50 grazing 
allotments would be fully or partially eliminated, 
with only one existing allotment expanded. Like 
Alternative 1, this allernative would suDstantiaily 
decrease grazing administration duties, allowing for 
more involved livestock grazing management on 
lands that possess high resource vaiues and 
blocked lands. 


Air Quality: Slight immeasurable impacts to air 
Quality could occur under Alternative 1, particularly 
since 11 rangeland tracts could be converted to 
agriculture uses and 5 parcels to urban uses and 
construction in the Umatilla Basin. Under 
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Alternative 3, minor immeasurable impacts to air 
Quality are anticipated. 


Land Manageability/Efficiency: Land 
manageability would be greatly enhanced under 
Alternative 1. Approximately 80 percent of the 
tracts considered for disposal! are 80 acres or less 
iN siz@, and nearly 80 percent of the tracts lack 
public access. Because of the scattered pattern 
and small size, these disposal tracts are difficult 
and inefficrcnt to manage and cause many 
administrative problems for both public and private 
land managers. By contrast, acquisition lands are 
generally large Diocks and would be accessible to 
the public for a vanety of uses and enjoyment. 
Land manageability would also be improved under 
Alternative 3, but substantially less than under 
Alternative 1. 


Socioeconomic Values: Under Alternative 1. 
socioeconomic values would be enhanced slightly 
to moderately. Disposal of forested tracts would 
provide timber to local mills. Ranch managers 
would benefit by eliminating BLM-managed land 
inholdings, thereby increasing efficiency in their 
ranch operations. Alternative 3 would have little 
impact C7 socioeconomics, but some ranches 
would be more efficient after eliminating BLM- 
managed land inholdings within their property 
boundaries. 


Cumulative Impacts 


Under Alternative 1 past, proposed, and reasonably 
forseeabie future actions would reduce by less than 
5% the amount of c‘3-growth managed by the 
BLM, would increase the amount of anadromous 
fish habitat managed by the BLM, and would 
increase public access to BLM managed public 
lands. 


Under Alternative 2 there would be no changes in 
management of BLM and privately owned lands. 
Existing trends would be likely to continue. There 
would likely be a reduction of old-growth on private 
lands due to logging. On BLM lands Old-Growth 
would be at increased risk of fire, insect infestation, 
and disease. Opportunities to manage 
anadromous fish habitat would not change. Public 
access to BLM and private lands would remain 
unchanged. 


Under Alternative 3 changes in old-growth habitat 
would be virtually the same as Alternative 2. The 
BLM would acquire some anadromous fishhabitat 
but less than 25% of that acquired under 
Alternative 1. There would be a slight improvement 
in public access over Alternative 2 
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Table S-2. Summary of Overall impacts to 2/! Resources by Alternatives | 
EE ~ T " T 1 
Resource Element _ Alternative 1 | Alternative Alternative | 
(Preferred) 2 3 | 
| (No Action) | (Retention) | 
> a + —_ | 7 | 
Vegetation “MV | NC +L | 
— — + + 4 
Forestiands with large iree component -M NC | +L | 
————————————— > 7 7 
Ripanan Areas Water +H NC | -M | 
C nna basin Shr hy Steppe -L NC | NC | 
Wilcllite | +H NC +M | 
= a 4 i _j 
Old-Growth Forest Habitat M | NC NC | 
| | j 
=ieiememet 4 4 4 
Fist s +H NC +M | 
. ; — 1 T | | 
hreatened and Endangered Species +H | NC +L 
a + 4 | —_ 
a ational Opportunities +H | NC | +M | 
—— = — 4 
A Ss + | NC -M 
—E = + = a 
Wild and Scenic Rivers +M NC | NC | 
FEMA Designated Fioodpiains +L NC NC 
Souls -L | NC | “L | 
Cultura! Resources Traditional Use Areas | -M ) NC | +L 
ae _— j _ j 
. : 1 4 4 ; 
Paleontological Resources -M | NC | +L | 
— t ————— 
Timber Resources L NC ie 
4 —_ o i j 
ae 4 + t 4 
Livestock Grazing | NC ' NC | NC 
————— eee = } + _ 
Air Quality “L | NC | “L 
Land Manageabiiity/Efficiency | +H , NC +M 
_— — ~ T | — 
Socioeconomic Values | +L | NC NC 
+ = Beneficial - = Adverse m= mign 
M = Moderate i = Low NC = No Change 


Federal Emergency Management Act 
The cumulative effect of implementing the land tenure adjustments described in this EIS 
coupled with existing decisions implemented by other land-managing Federal, state and lozal 
agencies in the area, is expected to have a regionally limited long-term positive effect. Tabie 
3-3 delineates the specific anticipated impacts of the exchange proposal. including Phase 1 
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| Table S-3. Cumulstive Impact Comparison of Alternatives for Entire Proposal (Phase | and Future Phases) 






































Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Notes 
(Preferred) (No Action) (Retention Areas) 

| Public Land Identified fo: Potential Subject to requests 

| Disposa 2.266 acres tract-by-tract 57,090 acres | 

| Prvate Land identified for Potentia 69.540 acres in John | Subject to request 19.240 acres im John | Undetermined 

| Acquisition Day & Umatilia Basins} tract-by-tract Day Basin plus acquisitions to be of 

| pilus undeterminec undetermined lands €qual value to | 
lands im Grande in Grande Ronde & Cosposed iands 
Ronde & Powder Powder River Bas'ns 

| River Basins 

| Riparian Habitat Potential disposal of 

| (perenma! stream/npanan acres mparian not yet 

| Potential Disposal 38.1 1./141-264 NVA 10.47_/41-73 acres determined for 

| acres Powder River Basin 

| Potential Acquisition 18.5 mv /74-130 

| 82.1 mu /328-574 acres in John Day | 

| acres plus Basin plus | 
undetermined nparan undetermined | | 
values in Grande npanan values | | 
Ronde & Powder Grande Ronde & | 
River Basins Powder River Basins | 

re - ——— oats $$ ____________4 

| Anadromous and Resident Trout 

| Salmonid Habitat 

Potential Disposal 13.95 miles WA 5 83 mk | 


Potential Acquisition 





67.2 miles clus 
undetermined 
Ssalmomd habitat in 
Grande Ronde & 
Powder River Basins 











17.70 miles plus 
undetermined 
nmpanan values in 
Grande Ronde & 
Powder River Basins 
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Table S-3. Cumulative impact Comparison of Alternatives for Entire Proposal (Phase | ard Future Phases) | 





Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Notes 
(Preferred) (No Action) (Retention Areas) 
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| Commercial Forestiands 


| Potential Disposal 16,109 acres NA 3,966 acres 

' 

| Potential Acqursition 19.824 acres plus 1.160 acres plus 

| undeterrmuned forest undeternmuned forest 

| land in Grande Ronde land wn Grande 

| & Powder River Ronde & Powder 
Basins River Basins 





Forestiands Containing Large Tree 
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Component 
Potential Disposal! 7,859 acres NA 0 
Potential Acquisition 7.200 acrés plus 370 acres plus 
| undetermined forest undetermined forest 
land mm Grande Ronde land wn Grande 
) & Powder River Ronde & Powder 
| Basins River Basins 
1 = . _— 
| Old-growth Forest Habitat | 
| Potennal Disposal! 3.706 acres NUA O acres | 
| Potential Acquisition 870 acres plus 0 acres plus 
undetermuned undeternmuned 
| forestiand in Grande torestiand in Grande 
Ronde & Powder Ronde & Powder 
River Basins River Basins 
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| Columbia Basin Shrub-Steppe Habitat 
| Potential Orsposal N/A 
/ 
| Potental Acquisition 5.193 acres 
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Table S-3. Cumulative impact Comparison of Alternatives for Entire Proposal (Phase | and Future Phases) 








45 
| Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Notes 
| (Preferred) (No Action) (Retention Areas) 
Number of Grazing Allotments Number of new 
Potential Disposal! 222 allotments N/A 89 allotments allotments likely to 


| 
| 
| 


Potential Acqurstion 


5 allotments plus an 
undetermuned number 
m Grande Ronde & 

Powder River Basins 


1 allotment plus an 
undeterTuned 
number m Grande 
Ronde & Powder 
River Basins 


be very small mn 
Grande Ronde & 
Powder River 
Basins 








Lega! Access 





For analysis purposes, 
legal access to 
acquired lands 1s 
assugned to match the 
3:1 ratio to disposed 
lands m Phase 1 








For analysis 
purposes, legal 
access tc acquired 
lands ts assumed to 
match the 2:1 ratio 
to disposed lands m 
Phase 1 











tered to this EIS 


‘Acres/miles are estimates only and may not be additive due to overlapping resource USse/value 
Un determined values represent present data gaps that will be inventoried and analyzed in future land exchange 


environmental assessments 
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Reader’s 
Guide 


Document 
Organization 


This reader's guide is intended to give the reader 
an overview of how the Northeast Oregon 
Assembied Land Exchange E'S is organized, to 
explain some terms used throughout the document, 
and to provide guidance on how to iccate the 
parcels of land on the maps by ther tega! 
description 


The main document text ts presented in four 
chapters 

¢ Chapter 1 - introduction 

¢ Chapter 2 - Alternatives 

¢ Chapter 3 - Affected Environment 

¢ Chapter 4 - Environmental Consequences 


For purposes of discussion and analysis, the 
parcels of land identified for acquisition and 
disposal are grouped by four geographic areas 

¢ John Day River Basin 

¢ Umatilla River Basin 

¢ Grande Ronde River Basin 

¢ Powder River Basin 


information presentatior in Chapters 3 and 4 follow 
this grouping Convention, with separate sections for 
each basin 


An overview of environmental characteristics is 
provided for each of the four basins as they are 
imtroduced in Chapter 3. The affected environment 
identifies resource values, first for the genera! 
basin, then for private lands considered for 
acquisition, and then for public lands considered for 
disposal for each basin in the order sted above 


Chapter 4 (Environmental Consequences) 
describes the expected impacts from the 
alternatives. impacts that are common to all basins 
are identified first, followed by basin and parcel- 
specific impacts for disposal and acquisition lands 
identified to date. impacts are most specific for 
Phase | exchanges, most of which are located in 
the John Day Basin. Some impacts are provided 
for future exchanges 


Reader's Guide 
The Gocument's eight maps are included m a map 
packet 


The tables mm Appendia A ist public lands sented 
for potential G:sposal, potential acquisition lands or 
areas of acguis@ion mmerest, retention parcels for 
Alternative 3, lands Gropped from the exchange 
proposal, disposal parcels that are forested, ds 
posal parcels presumed for other use, and resource 
assessments for some potential disposal parcels 


Appenda 6 includes tabies that identity wildite. 
plant, and tishenes resources on the potental 
Gisposal lands. including special status species and 
old-growth habitat 


How to Locate 
Parcels on Maps 


The following text, along with Figure RG-1. 
describes a townstwp, range, and section 


Township and Range A township is a public land 
survey unit, normally a quadrangle, measuring 
approximately 6 miles on each side or 36 square 
miles. The boundaries of a township conform to 
merndans (north-south) and parallels (east-west) 
within established lirrvts (Figure RG-1, division of 
tract into township). The north and south meridian 
boundaries of a township are termed “range lines’. 
the east and west paralie! boundarnes of a township 
are termed “townstup lines ~ 


Each townstup has 36 sections. some of which are 
designed to correct for converging mendians or 
range lines. The sections are numbered 1 to 36. 
Starting from the upper night of the townstup, 
reading left six sections, down and to the right six 
sections, etc. (Figure AG-1, township showing 


adjorung sections) 


Section A section is a townstup subdivision uni, 
normally rectangular in shape, measuring one 
square mule or 640 acres. Examples of various 
section descriptions are shown on Figure RG-1. 
section diagram 


Locating Specific Parcel Parcels are reterenced in 
the text by parce! numbers. To locate a specific 
parcel, find the number on the parcel list in 
Appendix A Table A-1b, which lists its legal 
description (townstup, range, and section) Then. 
from the map packet, locate the map that has the 
same township and range Next, locate the listed 
section 
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How This Document 
has Changed 
between Draft and 
Final 


As a result of public comments and review by BLM 
Staff, other agencies, and tribal governments 
changes and improvements have been made to the 
Environmental! impact Statement. The document 
has been changed to make reading and 
understanding easier. Information has been added 
and updated. Highlight of these changes are 
described below. 


Changes in Chapter 1 


* Language has been clarified 

e Explanation of procedures for assernbied land 
exchange has been revised and ts included in 
Chapter 1 rather than Chapter 2. 


Changes in Chapter 2 


¢ Explanation of procedures for assembled land 
exchange has been moved to Chapter 2. 

¢ Table 4-1 has been revised, moved to 
Chapter 2, and is now titled Table 2-1. 

¢ BLM owned parcels in the Juniper Canyon 
area of Umatilla County have been withdrawn 
from Phase 1 of the Exchange. 


Changes in Chapter 3 

¢ Updated information provided. 
Changes in Chapter 4 

¢ Effects elaborated 


¢ Cross referencing of text improved to facilitate 
understanding of effects 


Reader's Guide 


New Acquisition Lands 


After the Draft NOALE EIS was released in 
October, 1997, additional private iands were 
entified and considered for acquisition. These 
lands are primarily adjacent to, and Diock imto lands 
already considered for acquisition in the DEIS 
Approximately 8.800 new acres (mostly along the 
N. Fork John Day River and adjacent uplands) 
have been added to the potentia! acquisition list for 
the NOALE. 


These lands have similar resources, vegetation. 
npanan conditions, fish and wildife habrats as 
those described in Chapter 3 of the DEIS and 
FEIS, “Description of John Day Basin, Resources 
on Potentiai Acquisition Lands”. They contain 
about 2.200 acres of forestlands. Because these 
parcels would not be acquired until Future Phases. 
tumber cruises have not been completed. At ths 
time potential old growth acres and large tree 
densities are not known. 


Significant riparian and fishery resources are within 
these properties. About 9.5 miles of riparian and 
fishenes habitat can be acquired on these lands. 
including 9.5 miles of Mid Columbia steelhead trout 
(Proposed Threatened) habitat and 4.5 miles of 
migratory bull trout (Proposed Threatened) habitat. 
Habitat for the steelhead and bull trout overiaps on 
the Morth Fork John Day River. Habitat for 
steelhead and westsiope cutthroat trout overlap on 
the Standard Creek parcel. Portions of the 
following streams can be acquired 


North Fork John Day Subbasin 


North Fork John Day River 45 miles 

Middie Fork John Day River 0.9 miles 

Ditch Creek 0.8 miles 

Deerhorn Creek 1.3 miles 

Threemile Creek 1.6 miles 
Upper John Day Subbasin 

Standard Creek 0.4 miles 


These lands also include additional wintering 
habitat for the ba'd eagle (Threatened species) 
along the North Fork John Day River 
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based on mutual benefits. The BLM would dispose 
of uplands that are difficult or inefficient to manage 
because of their isolation and/or distance from 
otherpublic lands. LP would dispose of nparian 
areas that are subject to stringent harvesting 
restrictions and acquire upland areas that would 
give them timber manageMent options. 


As CLE contacted landowners about the proposed 
land adjustments, additonal exchange 
opportunities were identified. Other exchange 
possibilities were proposed by landowners as a 
result of the public meetings and information 
dissemination about the land exchange. Many of 
these proposals are among those being 
considered. 


The exchange would reflect SLM's current 
management focus by improving management 
efficiency and capabilities and to improve the 
health of the land on an ecosystem scale. The 
exchanges would create blocked, contiguous tracts 
of public lands that are more efficient to manage 
from an ecosystem perspective 





Background 


Histoncal Perspective: BLM-admunistered land, 
including the tracts that are the subject of this 


exchange proposal. are essentially the remaining 
public domain that was never claimed under the 
Federal Government's various land disposal! acts 
some of which encouraged settlement of the West. 
The 1862 Homestead Act, for example, gave 
people an opportunity to claim a certain amout of 
public ‘and; the isolated BLM-managed tracts 
scattered across the landscape are lands that were 
not desired by early settlers and other land 
managing agencies under this and other acts 
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Explanation of 
Assembled and 


Facilitated Land 
Exchange 


The land exchange proposal would be an 
assembled exchange, using Clearwater Land 
Exchange as the facilitator. In an assembled land 
exchange. multiple parcels of land are placed into a 
common pool for exchange. 


Clearwater Land Exchange (CLE) would work with 
vanous private landowners to acquire non-federai 
lands for transfer to BLM in exchange for selected 
BLM properties. The individu! realty transactions 
in the assembied exchange would be accomplished 
through the use of an escrow account. Title 
documents and private funds would be placed into 
escrow and transfers are made until the value of 
federal and non-federal lands are equalized 
(43CFR2201). A specific transaction need not be 
equal. in the event that a transaction is not equa! 
the difference in values would be recorded in an 
escrow account and utilized to bala’ice or equalize 
other transactions 


As property is exchanged between BLM and the 
facilitator, many of the parcels the BLM trades to 
the facilitator would be offered for sale to the 
adjoining landowner with the current grazing lease 
it tS Not the intent of the facilitator to retain 
ownership of the tracts. These transactions would 
be accomplished through the use of the escrow 
account 


BLM managed parcels identified for disposal are 
listed by County in Appendix A, Tables A-1a and A- 
1b. These lands are divided into three groups 





Ecosystem Management The basic concept of ecosystems is that all things are connected and 





therefore interdependent. Ecosystems are complex, constantly evolving assembiages that should 
be viewed in both a spatial and temporal context, that is from the large (landscape/watershed) scale 
to the small (patch) scale, and from the short (10 years) to long term (11-100 years). Because of the 
ever changing nature of ecosystems, their management likewise is an evolving philosophy, reflecting 
changing societal values, scarcity of certain resources, new information, and the necessity to 
maintain ecosystem integrity. Therefore, consideration is given to maintaining the long-term 
ecosystem health while providing products and services within the capability of that ecosystem. In 
summary, management mus! be ecologically capable, socially acceptable, and economically 
feasible. in BLM's view, ecosystem goals and outcomes are more effectively and efficiently 
accomplished on consolidated land ownerships. 
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The first group includes Phase | parcels. Resource 
assessments of BLM parcels and required 
environmental anaiysis have been completed for 
this group. This pool of tracts will be drawn from to 
equalize the value of the private lands identified for 
acquisition. Private lands have been identified for 
acquisition in this phase. Though iitial transactions 
in the exchange will involvePhase 1 parcels, some 
Phase 1 parcels may be exchanged late in the 
process and some may not be exchanged at all 


The second group includes Future Phase parcels 
Resource assessments and consultations have not 
been completed for most of the BLM disposal 
parcels. These parcels would not be available for 
disposal unt required assessments, rewews, and 
consultations are completed. Specific parcels of 
private lands have not been selected for 
acquisition. For the Future Phase transactions an 
environmental analysis document tered to this EIS 
will be prepared that addresses the private lancs 
oniy 


The disposal lands will not be included in these 
documents; however, before being excil.anged. 
these parcels must pass through a number of 
reviews. These reviews include: 


¢ Conformance Review to ensure that disposal 
of the lands in accordance with this EIS 


¢ Determine presence of valid existing mining 
claims or other encumbrances that would 
preciude Gisposa! 


°e Hazardous substance contarmnation 
clearance and remedial action, if necessary 


e Cultural Resource inventones and 
evaluations; and consultation with the State 
Historic Preservation Office and Tribes. No 
site will be exchanged that is eligible for the 
National Register of Historic Places 


¢ Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive 
species Clearances and consultation, if 
necessary, with the U.S. Fish and Wildiife 
Service or Nationa! Marine Fishenes service 


¢ Consultations with the Confederated Tribes of 
the Umatilla, Nez Perce Tribe and Burns 
F aiute to consider traditional uses, sacred 
$ tes, and treaty trust resources 
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e Presence of resource values that must be 
retained by law or executive order. 


The Future Phases would involve transactions to 
acquire private lands not yet specifically identified 
tor acquisition. These lands will most likely be 
located in Baker and Grant Counties, but may also 
occur in Umon, Wallowa, Morrow, Wheeler and 
Umatilla Counties. To be acceptable for acquisition 
by BLM. lands must meet certain resource criteria 
(see Chapter 1 discussion on Criteria, Objectives 
and Benefits for Acquisition). 


The thurd group of parcels contains Juniper Canyon 
parcels that would remain under consideration, but 
would not be available for exchange until an 
environmental assessment is completed and 
additional Consultation and public review takes 
place 


Potential acquisition lands are listed in Appendix A- 
2. tts bkely that numerous transactions would be 
necessary to complete the ucquisition of these 
properties 


An appropriate level of environmental anai\ sis, with 
opportunites for public comment, would be 
required for any transaction which includes public 
or private land that is not identified in this EIS 


in all transactions, land values for exchange 
parcels would be determined by appraisal. All 
partes (exchangers, buyers, and sellers) must be 
willing participants. All appraisals, cruises, field 
exams, and cther procedures must be conducted to 
BLM standards. 


As individual exchange transactions are completed, 
the acquired lands would be incorporated into 
existing resource management plans. For acquired 
lands not adequately addressed in existing plans, 
detailed management plans would be developed. 
Although a key reason for acquiring these tracts 
isthe npanian/‘fisheres and wildiife values, the 
intent of BLM is to manage all resource uses 
consistent with achieving multiple use objectives 


Overview of 
Exchange Proposal 


Lands identified for potential disposal and 
acquisition are located in portions of seven 
counties: Grant, Morrow, Wheeler, Umatilla, Baker, 








Union, and Wallowa (Figure 1-1). For purpos«s of 
discussion and analvsis, the EIS area is grouped 
imto four basins: 

e John Day 

° Umatilia 

e Grande Ronde 

° Powder 


These geographic areas are based on watershed 
boundaries determined by the Oregon Water 
Resources Department (OWRD 19739) and, to 
some degree, tract configuration (Figure 1-2). 


The three BLM land use plans in effect in these 
areas are: 


Prineville District 
¢ John Day Resource Management Plan (RMP) 
of 1984, its Record of Decision dated 1985 
and its Amendment in 1994. 
¢ Two Rivers Resource Management Plan of 
1986. 


Vale District 
¢ Baker Resource Management Plan and its 
Record of Decision dated 1989 


Because of the size and complexity of NOALE. 
there would be an initial Phase | involving lands 
primarily in Grant, with lesser amounts in Umatilia. 
Morrow, and Wheeler counties. Subsequent future 
transactions would involve lands primarily in Baxer. 
Union, and Grant counties, with lesser amounts . 
Umatilla, Morrow, Wheeler, and V/aliowa counties 


Land Manageability 


Many of the parcels considered for disposal are 
small, isolated tracts of public land with no lega! 
public access. Approximately 80 percent are 80 
acres Or less im size and surrounded by private land 
(Appendix A, Tables A-1a and A-1b, Maps 1-4) 
Very few of these disposal parcels are fenced 
separately from adjoining private lands, which 
sometimes results in trespassing onto private lands 
to access the public lands and unauthorized uses 
such as grazing and trash dumping. Nearly 60 
percent of the parcels lack public access, and most 
of the accessible parcels do not have vefucular 
access and must be accessed by foot. Regardiess 
of the accessibility of these lands, the BLM is 
responsible for fire protection 


These factors make management difficult and 
inetticrent, both logistically and financially. As a 
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resull, management on these parcels has been 
murmmal. Blocking of public lands, by disposing of 
small isolated parcels andacquiring other lands that 
have importamt resource values in exchange, would 
improve the manageability of pubkc lands. 
especially from an ecosysiem approach. The 
proposed disposal would eliminate the cost of 
routine admumstration, the cost of providing fire 
protection, and the mcidence of unauthorized uses. 
on these parcels. 


in addition, the disposal is expected to reduce the 
number of grazing allotments by approximately 
120, which would result in reduced adrmurustrative 
costs and greater management efficiencies in the 
grazing program 


Another manageability consideration ts private land 
management, which is impacted by public land 
imholdings. For example, private landowners may 
want to control nowous weeds or reduce fue! loads 
on the forested lands. The efforts to do so may 
be impacted by intermingled public lands that 
contain seed sources of noxious weeds or have 
overstocked timber stands with high fuel loads that 
pose fire risks to adjacent private lands. The private 
landowner may also incur expenscs for surveys to 
Go boundary identification. 


Repositioning of scattered public land tracts into 
large biocks, while Consolidating private lancs. 
increases management efficiency and 
effectiveness for public and private land managers 


Disposing of isolated tracts would also decrease 
law enforcement costs for local governments, as 
well as the BLM. Because the isolated public tracts 
are often difficult to locate or have no legal public 
access, people frequently trespass on private 
property in their attempt to get to public land. Such 
trespasses sometimes result in complaints from 
landowners to law enforcement personne! and filing 
of trespass charges. This creates expenses and 
management concerns for local governments and 
the BLM 


in summary, most of these tracts cannot be 
effectively inanaged, yet they are the cause of 
many acmurustrative problems for both private and 
public land managers. The cost of retaining these 
tracts increasingly adds to the expenses incur’ed 
by both local governments and Federal agencies 
Although special situations warrant retention of 
some isolated and small tracts, the public values 
associated with many isolated tracts generally do 
not justify the expense of retaining them, especially 
when compared to the values of the !and that could 
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be acquired and the management efficiencies that 
can be actweved with Diockung of public land. By 
repositioning BLM managed lands mio large 
blocks, the BLM could more eflectwely and 
efficently manage public lands on an ecosysiem or 
watershed scale. using ecosystem management 


principles 


Criteria, Objectives, 
and Benefits 
Reviewed in 
Planning 


The assembied land exchange proposal involved 2 
2-step screening process relative to the specific 
public lands to be disposed/exchanged and the 
lands identiied, to date, for potential acquisition. in 
the first step. BLM-admunistered lands were 
screened for drisposal/exchange poteiial. inthus 
screening process, some public lands were 
dropped from the exchange proposal (see 
Appendix A, Table A-4). Among the lands that were 
jropped from consideration were lands thal have 
hgh resource valve such as wetlands: lands with 
special designations such as Areas of Critical 
Environmental Concern (ACECs). Wild and Scenic 
Rivers (WSRs), and Wilderness Study Areas 
(WSAs): lands within river corndors: lands with 
mirwng Claims; lands that have a lanofill; lands that 
have important wildite/tishenes habitat: and lands 
that had tribal vaives 


in the second step of the screening process, lands 
in northeast and north-central Oregon were 
reviewed for acquitition potential using specific 
criteria, objectives, and expected benefits, which 
included the following considerations 


* Acquiring lands with key anadromous and 
other fishery habitat, and the uplands that 
infiuence them 

* Aca “land and nparian areas 

¢ Acquiring lands with habitat for big game, 
upland game, threatened and 
endangered species, and other important 
wildiife 
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° Acquiing lands with culturai/histoncal sites 
eligible for National Register of Historic 
Places 


° Acquiring unique lands with ecologic, 
geologic, screntific, or scenic values 


¢ Improving recreational opportunities by 
acquiring lands with better public access than 
the current fragmented land pattern 


¢ Acquiring additional lands and adopting 
protective direction along the North Fork John 
Day State Scenic Waterway and its 
Iridutanes 


° Acquiring lands within or adjacent to special 
designation areas, such as Areas of Critical 
Environmental Concern and Wild and Scenic 
Rivers 


¢ increasing opportunities for ecosystem 
management by consolidating biocks of public 
lands 


© Improving the health of the land and restoring 
watershed resources through implementation 
of rangeland and forest management 
practices and other management strategies 
over larger land areas 


¢ Supporting stabilization of business, social. 
and economic conditions and/or lifestyles 


¢ Disposing of lands that, due to ownership 
pattern, are inefficient to manage and 
logically should be in private ownership 


e Creating more opporiunities tor oartnerships 
in land management 


These criteria, objectives. and benefits supper the 
BLM's ecosystem approach to assess its 
management actions on a basinwide scale giving 
emphasis to managing for the whole versus 
managing for single pieces 


The 2-step screening process and these criteria wi! 
be used to screen future transaction proposals that 
may be ident tied as the assembied land exchange 
proceeds 








Conformance With 
Policies and Other 
Land Use Plans 


The proposed land exchange and plan amendment 
imvolved interdisciphnary plannung processes and is 
consistent wah resource-related plans officially 
approved or adopted by state and local agencies 
and with plans. poles, and programs of Federal 
laws and reguiatons. Proposed BLM land uses are 
compatible with County planniny, guidelines. such 
as Zoning, which are independent of ownership 


At the subject planrung area level, the proposed 
land exchange ts m conformance with planning 
Girection in the Prineville and Vale Distncts. The 
proposal is consistent with BLM planning directions 
of the two districts to retam and expand pubic 
holdings through land exchanges in areas where 
public ownersnp is the mos! appropriate 
management Gue to significant multiple resource 
valves 


In aGaion, several other land use or resource 
management plans developed by the BLM and 
other Federal agencies, as well as some legisiative 
acts, eithe: relate to of govern management of the 
subject planning area. inciuding the proposed 
exchange lands. Mayor acts or documents are 
usted below 


¢ Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 
1976 (FLPMA) 


* Natonal Histonc Preservation Act (1966. as 
amended) 


¢ National Environmental Poticy Act of 1969 
(NEPA) 


*¢ Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973. as 
amended 


¢ Archaeological Resources Protection Act 
‘1979, as amended) 


¢ Oregon Wilderness Final Environmental! 
impact Staternent (BLM 1989a) and Record of 
Decision (BLM 1991a) - Evaluaied impacts of 
and gave recommendations, to Congress 
about designation of certain wilderness areas 
withun Oregon 
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° Natwe Amencan Graves Protection Act 
(1990), and the Amencan indian Religious 
Freedom Ac* (1978) 


¢ Rangeland Reform (Draft 1994) 


° intenor Columbia Basin Ecosystem 
Management Project (Draft 1997) - Wil 
provide Girection for regional, ecosysiem- 
based. mieragency planning 


Where appropnate. the management direction and 
previous Gecisions set forth by these other 
documents and the wmnpacts outhned therem are 
uSedio her analyses or are incorporated by 
reference in tts c=c"2rge proposal EIS. The 
pertinent decisions estabiished by these 
documents are nol revisted in tus Gocument, but 
rather the dc cuments are listed to provide readers 
with a broader perspective of the management 
considerations given to the proposal 


Consistency with State 
Standards 


The fullcwing Oregon Acts or Standards would 
apply to disposed BLM lands 


¢ Oregon Forest Practices Act 


The following Oregon Acts or Standards would 
apply to both disposed BLM lands and acquisition 
lands 


¢ Oregon State Scenic Waterways Act 


¢ Oregon Water Quality Standards 


Relationship to 
Tribal Treaties 


The geographic area addressed in this document 
encompasses some lands that were ceded to the 
US. Government by the Confederated Tribes of the 
Warm Springs (CTWS). the Confederated Tribes of 
the Umatilla indian Reservation (CTUIR), and the 
Nez Perce. The Burns Paiute Tribe, although 
federally recognized, lacks a ratified treaty but hes 
current and/or potential interests in protecting 
Certain public lands within the geographic area for 
traditional values (see glossary) 
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Treaty nghts of the CTWS and CTUIR provide for 
nirnuahon of tracmonal subsistence actives 
eded land boundanes and for tribal access 
Ja: anc accustomed areas outside the ceced 
is. The nertage-related mterests of 
comtemporary Amencan indians ar. known to 
nclude the protection of indian graves and Durial 
yrounds and archaeological sites, as vell as the 
perpetuation of traditional practices. Federal 
eosiaton ond BLM national policy d2fine the 
ninuing responsiDulily of federal iz nd-managing 
ences to honor the terms of the ‘reates and to 
tect the nants aru mierests of indian Nations 
the rescurces thal provide for those nmgnts 


: , 
’ ’ 


omer t< 9 Otity and consul with Native 
Armencans under speciic circum ..ances are 
Wed in, but not luted tc 


°¢ Nate Amencan Graves Protection Act (1990) 
e Archaeologrw.al Resources Protectrn Act 


74a nengec 
e Arner Wn indian Re }/Ous Freed 7 Act 
1Q7R) 
°e Nat Enwronmmental P icy Act (1909) 
° Natona!l Mstonc Preservation Act (1966. ¥s 
e Order 007 also Grects Dureaus and 


jit ..1th tribal representatives in early 
fanes ? Ser ty cultural ano rengious 
tradional practices, and legal rights of 


Native Arne im people thatcould be affected by 
BLM actor n Federal lands. In recognition of 
BLM 's responsibilities, a Memoranduin of 


jerstanding (MOU) has been signed between 
the Oregon’ Washington BLM and the Confederated 


T rit {the Umatilla indian Reservation, and 
, er MOU has been drafted between OR WA 
BL ithe Confederated Tribes of the Warm 


ndian Reservation Both agreements 
sire the appropriate level and terrmwng for 
tahon as well as other ¢ romaton issues 
veen the Tribes and the BLM. A similar MOU 
, be pursued with the Burns Paiute Tribe 
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Environmental 
Impact Statement 
Documents 


Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement 


The official notice of availebility for the Draft EIS 
was published in the Federal Register on October 
16.1997. Public notices announcing the availability 
of the DEIS and Public meetings for reviewing the 
DEIS were publ.ched in The Biue Mountain Eagle 
(Jonn Day). The Times Journal (Condon), Baker 
City Herald, The Record-Courier (Baker), The 
Observer (La Grande), East Oregonian 
(Pendleton), Heppner Gazette- Times, and the 
Herrmmston Herald. The public meetings were held 
n John Day on November 12, 1997; in Pendieton 

nm Novernber 13, 1997; in Baker City on November 
14, 1997, and in Heppner on November 17, 1997 
interested partes had untsi December 31, 1997 to 
comment on the DEIS 


Final Environmental Impact 
Statement (FEIS) 


Thus docurmnen’ is the FEIS. it reflects both public 
and agency responses to the DEIS. The preferred 
Alternative from the DEIS has been modified by 
withdrawing the BLM owned parcels in the Juniper 
Caryon area of Umatilia County from Phase 1 of 
the exchange. in adJition in Chapter 4 
Environmental Consequences, the analysis has 
been developed and reformatted to make the 
chapter easier to understand 


Record of Decision (ROD) 


A separate document, the ROD, will document the 
Jecision of the District Managers concerning the 
sielection of an alternative 
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Public Involvement 
and Issue 
identification 


Meetings: Public meetings addressing the 
exchange proposal were held in Heppner, 
Pendieton, LaGrande, and Baker City during June 
1996. A meeting was also held in John Day in 
August. These meeting: were early in the planning 
process, preliminary to the BLM's decision to 
prepare an environmental impact statement. Prior 
to these meetings, CLE hao contacted nearly every 
landowner in Grant County having property 
adjacent to BLM-admuinistered tracts considered for 
disposal. 


Public Tour in October 1996, BLM hosted a public 
tour of selected disposal tracts in Umatilla and 
Grant counties and acquisition areas within the 
NorthFork John Day River Corridor and uplands. 
including the JV Ranch. 


Public Notification. Comment Period, ang 
Aaditional Meetings: A 45-day comment period 
was initiated on December 3, 1996 with puolication 
of the Notice of Exchange Proposal and the intent 
to prepare an environmental impact statement in 
the Federal Register and local newspapers wittun 
the project area. Subsequent to these notices to 
prepare an EIS, the BLM held additional public 
meetings in Baker City, Heppner, John Day, and 
Pendieton in December 1996 to gather further 
public comment. 


Newsletter and Other Public Outreactr in 
December 1996, the BLM also circulated a 
newsletter describing the proposal. Public 
information books identifying specific resource 
inventory results and tract descriptions were 
available at public libranes and federal offices in 
Prineville, John Day, Baker City, Portiand, 
Pendieton, and Heppner. in response to thus 
newsletter and the scoping meetings, 20 comment 
letters were received trom private individuals, and 
another 20 were received from organizations and 
quvemments/agencies 


in March 1997, a second newsletter noted the 
public of the development of a thurd alternative and 
updated the public on the EIS schedule 


Chapter 1 - introduction 


Tribal Consultation. There have been several 
coordination and consultation meetings held wath 
tribes in the NOALE area: Confederated Tribes of 
the Warn. Spring Tribes, Confederated Tribes of 
the Umatilla indian Reservation, the Burns Parte. 
and the Nez Perce. A list of meetings held foliows 
* Meetings belween BLM and CTUIR 
representatives on August 16, 1995 (with 
John Day River Restoration Committee at 
tripe headquarters) and May 7, 1996. 
© On April 11, 1997, the BLM conducted a tour 
of Juniper Canyon for CTUIR: and on May 9 
1997 BLM met with the CTUIR Board of 
Trustees. 
¢ On May 22, 1997, BLM met with Nez Perce 
Tribe representatives at Lapwai, idaho 
¢ On June 11, 1997, BLM met with the Culture 
and Heritage Committee of the CTWS; and 
hosted a 2-day field tour for committee 
members on July 15-16, 1997 
e On March 17, 1997, BLM met with the Paiute 
Tribe in Burns 


Federal Agencies Consulted 
U.S. Forest Service 
Ochoco National Forest 
Malheur “sional Forest 
Umatilla National Forest 
Waliowa-Whitman Nationa! Forest 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
US. Fish and Wildife Service 


State and Loca/ Agencies/Governments 
County Planning Commissions in Grant, Morrow. 


Wieeler, Umatilia, Union, and Baker counties 
Oregon Depariment of Fish and Wildlife 
Oregon Depariment of Forestry. 


The Jonn Day-Snake River Resource Advisory 
Council, a citizen group chartered under the 
Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA) to provide 
recommendations on land management to BLM 
and Forest Service in Northeast Oregon, has also 
been consulted on the exchange proposal 


Also, some of the tracts considered for disposal 
were addressed in the John Day RMP Land Tenure 
Adjustment, which involved public participation 


Issues Analyzed 


The various public meetings, tribal/agency 
consultations, and adjacent landowner contacts 
identified several issues Concerning the proposal 
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issues thal were considered appropnate m the 
analysis of the exchange proposal were grouped 
mo the following sm mssue Calegones 


* Resource Management on Tracts Considered 
jut Disposal or Acquisition Addressing thus 
issue encompasses Gescribing resource 
values of the lands :dentied for both potential 
disposal and acquisition, the current condition 
of the resources, and any likely Changes m 
future land use expected to occur as a result 
of the exchanges 


Among the resource values addressed are 
wildide, fishenes. cultural, forestiand, 
rangeland, and npanan areas/wetiands 


¢ Land Manageability (includes pubic access 
and admirustrative Costs of managing 
isolated, scattered tracts) 


° Widite Habitat (includes old-growth habitat 
and mparan areas’‘wetiands) 


¢ Columbia Basin Shrub-Steppe Habitat 
(drscussed separately due its uniqueness as 
an important vegetative Component in the 
area) 


¢ Large Tree Component (included in forestiand 
discussions) 


¢ Socioeconomics. The exchange of Federal 

lands tor private lands and the disposal of 

Federal lands under the proposed Northeast 

Oregon Assembled Lard Exchange has 

several potential economic effects. issues 

and concerns identified by the Bureau of Land 

M wnagement, interested private groups and 

individuals, and local governments include 

¢ ‘mpacts to county tax revenues 

¢ Potential changes in Payment in lieu of 
Taxes (PILT) payments 

e Employment changes caused by changing 
twnber harvest levels. 

¢ Exports versus local processing of timber 

¢ Possible impacts to the local livestock 
industry 

*¢ impacts to recreation opportunities and 
Quality 

e impacts to area attractiveness 

* impacts to satisfaction of individual user 
and interest groups at local, regional, and 
national levels 
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Issues Considered but not 
Analyzed in Detail 


lesues ented m the planning process, Dut not 
analyzed mm Getail, are Cescribed and addressec 
below 


¢ Multiple Adjacent Landowners Desiring 
Acquisition of BLM Disposal Tracts; Adjacent 
Landowner Does Not Wish to Acquire BLM 
Disposal Tracts 


Clearwater Land Exchange locates 
landowners who are willing to acquire BLM 
Grsposal tracts in exchange for thei private 
lands. BLM does not become involved in 
bargaiung processes, except for assuring that 
public lands are given tne: tai market value. 
Determining the specific exchange proponent 
of a BLM-adrunistered tract will be 
determined by negotiations between CLE and 
willing landowners only. in most cases, 
however, the ex:sting grazing lease holder will 
be given first option to acquire disposal tracts 
These issues will not be considered further. 


* County Laro Base 


Every effort will be made to maintain current 
tax bases, especially in those counties that 
depend heavily on land resources for their 
primary tax revenues. No further analysis of 
this issue is Necessary. 


¢ Water Rights and Agricultural Lands 


Although BLM 's not actively pursuing 
acquisition of agriculture lands with water 
nghts, certain properties that possess water 
nights may be offered for exchange by willing 
sellers. Any such properties that would 
facilitate land consolidation, improve 
management efficiency, or bring important 
riparian habitats into public ownership would 
be considered for acquisition. Because the 
potential for acquiring agricultural lands with 
water rights is expected to be rare, this issue 
was not analyzed in depth. 


¢ Potential Direct Saie of BLM-Administered 
Lands 


Public lands administered by the Prineville 
and Vaile BLM Districts are generally not 
available for direct sale. This issue was 


considered during alternative development, 
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bul was Getermunmed to be outside the scope of 
thes EIS and will not be analyzed any ‘urther 
(see Chapter 2, Alternatives Considered but 
Elwrunated From Detailed Analysis) 


Resource Management on Acquired Tracts 


Some acquired lands may be adequately 
addressed by existing management plans 
For those acquired lands that do not have 
appropriate management Girection, 
management plans will be developed that set 
objectives and define management. All 
resource uses will be considered and allowed 
if consistent with the objectives of the land 


use plan. 


Purchase of Federal Timber for Export of Raw 
Logs; Compliance, under 43 CFR 2200 0- 
6(1), with export restrictions and non- 
substitution rules and laws on all federal 
timber sold in the exchange 


An exchange does not constitute a purchase. 
but rather is a trade of equally valued assets 
Some land exchanges may invoive the 
disposal of public lands with timber, which 
after the exchange may be subject to harvest 
and export. Actions taken on the land after 
the exchange would noi be within the 
jurisdiction of the BLM. Restrictions, @# any, 
that could be placed on the disposal of public 
lands as a Condition of thew exchange would 
reduce thew value and very likely reduce or 
nullity their exchangeopportunities or result in 
more public lands being disposed to reach an 
equitable exchange. 


Another consideration relative to this issue is 
that the public lands identified for potential 
disposal Go not have exceptional timber 
values. Further, retaining and managing 
these disjunct timbered parcels for timber 
harvest in many Cases would involve first 
gaining and developing access. Costs to 


implement management could in some cases 
approach or exceed the timber valves 


Chapter 1 - introduction 
° Appraisal Me*hods and Land Valuation 


State-certied appraisers use standard 
appraisal practices to Getermune the market 
value of land and trnber. Timberlands may be 
appraised by ether comparison with sales of 
land having simular tirmber (the whole property 
comparison method), or by the separate 
appraisal of land and tember. For the NOALE. 
tand values will be determined by comparing 
the subject parcels with similar lands sold 
receritly m “arms length transactions” on the 
open market 


Merchantabie timber ts appraised by either 
the transaction evidence method (comparison 
with stumpage sales) and/or the conversion 
return method using delrvered log prices, then 
Geducting all the various costs of logging and 
transportation. The appraisal of merchantable 
tember is Gone using Comparisons with sales 
of tember or logs that are similar in ali quality 
and cost factors 


All appraisals are rewrewed by BLM 
appraisers for technical and analytical 
adequacy before being approved for use in 
exchanges, which helps to ensure that all 
lands and timber are appraised at true market 
value at the time of the exchange 


Additionally, BLM cannot acquire tracts valued 
m excess of thei faw market value without 
receiving Cost-share funding from private 
sources 


Planning Records 


The complete planning record for this Final 
Environmental impact Staternent is available a. 
BLM Prineville District Office, P.O. Box 550, 
Prineville OR 97754. included in the planning 
record are such things as baseline data, maps, and 
Studies used in preparing thus document. All 
documents incorporated by reference are also part 
of the planning record. This planning record is 
available for public inspection and review 
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Chapter 2 - 


Description of 
Alternatives 


Development of 
Alternatives 


Three alternatives addressing applicable issues 
identified in scoping were developed for man 
agement consideration Alternative 1 (Preferred 
Alternative}, Attiernatrve 2 (No Action). and 
Alternative 3 (Retention Areas) See Table S-1 for 


s cormparison of these alternatrves 


The number of parcels in each alternative, and 
kewi'se the acreage of the parcels and the 
atternatives, shou'd not be construed to be 
absolute. This acreage flexibility is largely due t 
expenence with past land tenure adjustments 
wirvch have shown that additional parcels are 

jentified as exchanges proceed Due to thu 
nature. any lands not mentiied within tus EIS will 
be addressed m enwronmerntal assessmer's tered 
to tts EIS 


Description of 
Alternatives 


Alternative 1 (Preferred 
Alternative) 


Thus altevnatrve consists of two actions Northea 
Oregon Assernbied Land Exchange and a plan 
marvienance for the Baker Resource Area 


Land Exchange Alternative 1 would involve the 
exchange of numerous tracts of public and private 
lands (see Maps 1 2. 3, and 4: and Append A 
Tables A-1a, A-1b. and A-2). This proposal is 
expected to involve disposal of approximately 
90,000 acres (approximately 760 parcels) of BLM 
adrruristered land in six counties (Grant, Morrow 
Wheeler, Umatilla, Baker, and Union) (Tables A-1ta 
andA-1b) Approximately 50.000 acres w 4 be 
ieposed in Phase 1. and the remaimung 40,00 
acres would be disposed in future transaction: 


in exchange for these lands, the proposal involv 
acquiring acreage of equitable appraised valves 
primarily in three counties (Grant, Umatilla and 
Baker). The private lands considered for 
acquisition, to Gate. are sted in Appendix A. Table: 
A-2. Many of the smatlier land exchange proposa!s 
that were moorporated into this larger proposa 
were a result of public scoping 
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Table 2-1. Summary Comparison of Alternatives’ 








Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 
Element (Preferred) (No Action) (Retention Areas) 
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The preferred alternative would De accomplished mn 
an initial phase and future transactions. in the 
initial phase (Phase 1). the BLM would dispose of 
most of the identified disposal! parcels in Morrow 
and Umatilla counties, as well as many parcels im 
Grant and Wheeler counties. In exchange, the 
BLM would acquire the JV Ranch and private lands 
along the North Fork John Day River and South 
Fork John Day River. 


Acquired lands m Phase 1 would mclude 
approximately 47,300 acres of upland and npanan 
habitat within the North and South Forks of the 
Jonn Day River Basin. About 54 miles of 
anadromous fish habitat. and 6 miles of resident 
trout habitat «n these draimages would be acquired 
Tis would create a block of BLM-admunistered 
lands in the North Fork John Day drainage 
containing about 65 miles of anadromous fish 
habitat. In future transactions there may be 
opportunities to acquire other properties in Baker. 
Grant, Umatilla, Union, and Wallowa counties 
depending on the outcome of their resource 
assessments and also having potential willing 
sellers that meet BLM acquisition criteria 


Pian Maintenance This alternative includes 
maintenance of the Baker Resource Management 
Pian to revise its Land Tenure Management 
Direction. Under this alternative, three land tenure 
zones would be created (Map 4). Zone 1, the 
Retention/Acquisition zone, would contain lands 
with high resource values. These include the target 
acquisition areas, areas of critical environmental 
concern, wilderness study areas, and Wild and 
Scenic River corndors. it is intended that these 
ands be retained in public ownership, but they may 
be exchanged for lands with higher public values 


Zone 3. the Disposal zone, would consist of certain 
isolated tracts Deleved to have lower resource 
values; these lands are difficult and imefticient to 
manage. These lands could be disposed unless 
subsequent field inventones reveal resources that 
ustify thei retention 


Remaining lands would be placed in Zone 2, the 

Retention/Acquisition or Disposal zone. These 
ands include both isolated tracts and larger 

contiguous blocks. These lanos may be retained 
‘may be exchanged or disposed 


Alternative 2 (No Action) 


Land Exchange Under Alternative 2, the 
assembied land exchange would not occur and 
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current public land ownership patierns would 
remain unchanged, except as provided for under 
the existing RMPs on a request and individual tract 
basis (sce maps in Prineville BLM District office 
and Baker Resource Area of Vale BLM District 
office) 


Land exchange requests would continue to be 
processed by the realty programs im Prineville and 
Vale BLM Districts on an ‘ndividua! tract basis 
according to guidance in thew current RMPs 
Although future exchange transactions to 
consolidate BLM-admunistered lands and acquire 
important fish and wiidite habitats may continue 
the exchanges would occur at a slower rate, one 
exchange at a time 


Filan Maintenance: No land tenure zone changes 
would be done under this alternatrvve. The 2- zone 
management would be continued 


Alternative 3 (Retention 
Areas) 


Land Exchange Thus alternative proposes to 
dispose approximately 33.500 acres of BLM- 
admumstered iands in Grant, Morrow. Wheeler, anc 
Umatilla counties in Phase 1 (Maps 5. 6. 7. and 8 
and Appendix A. Table A-3). Also proposed in this 
ailernative ts acquisition of acreage worth equitable 
appraised values, primarily in Grant County. Ar 
undetermined amount of acres may be disposed ir 
Future phases in Baker, Umatilla, Morrow. Grant 
Wheeler, and Union Counties. In all phases. 
approximately 500 tracts are considered for 
disposal 


To address public concern expressed during the 
scoping and public involvement process. this 
alternative would retain all forested BLM-managed 
tracts having large trees [greater than 21 inches 
diameter at breast height (DBH)). Alternative 3 
would also retain in public ownership any BLM- 
managed tracts containing Columbia Shrub-Stepp« 
nabitat 


Final implementation of Alternative 3 would result in 
acquisition of approximately 20.000 acres of upland 
and riparian habitat within the North Fork John Day 
River drainage on the JV Ranch. creating a 21,480 
acre block of public lands bordering the Umatilla 
National Forest for over 8 miles. About 18 miles of 
anadromous fish habitat in the Wall, Cabin, and 
Ditch Creek drainages would transfer to public 
ownerstup 
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Table 2-1 


Summary of Alternatives by Basin and Resource Value (Alternatives 1 and 3) 



































Resource Value | Acquisition Lends j Disposal Lands | 
| | | 
John Day Basin - Atternative 1 (Preferred Alternative) 
- + 
Exchange \Phase 1 47 400 acres \Phase 1 46.000 acres ) 
Future 21.300 acres | Future 6.400 acres | 
Total 68.700 acres Total 54.400 acres (419 parcek | 
| 
) 
| Acquiring JV & Pioneer Resource lands | 
lan Phase 1 would block 56 900 acres of | 
Federal and state public lands bordering | 
iu naidia National Forest for over 20 | 
| mules | 
= + 4. J 
Forestla Phase 1 10 634 acres ip ase 723) acte | 
—_— | —_ _ 
T Ts . 7 _ —- 
Large ire | chase 1 4210 acres | Phase 4111 acre 
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| Table 2-2. Summary of Alternatives by Basin and Resource Value (Alternatives 1 and 3). 





Resource Value 


Seen A ill 


Disposal Lands 





| Fisheries 


Phase 1- 53.9 miles of anadromous 
saimonid habitat in the N. Fork John 
Day Subbasin, 1 mile in the S. Fork 
John Day River below izee Falls. 5.5 
miles of resident salmonid habitat mn 
the S. Fork John above izee Falls 

(59 4 total miles of fish habsdat) 
Future: 4.€ miles of anadromous 
saimonid habitat in Rudio and Holmes 
Creeks 


Phase 1° 5.15 miles of anadromous saimonid habdat anc 3.1 :niées of 
resident saimonid habdat wittw: 26 paces (8 25 total mies) 
Future’ 1.7 miles of anadromous saimonmd habitat wittwn 4 parcels 





Recreation 


13 dispersed recreation river sites 
between Camas Creek and Monument 


Oregon State Scenic Waterway 
between RM 20 2 and RM 76 on North 
Fork John Day R:ver 

54 dispersed cempsites on South Fork 
Jonn Day River 


Lavwted dispersed recreation opportummtes No Ceveloped sites 





Access 


17 miles along North Fork Camas 
Creek to Potamas Creek 

Road access up Jericho. Stony 
Hunter, Potamus, Mallory, Graves 
Cabin, and Little Wall creeks. JV 
Ranch (19,000 acres) accessible 


4 miles of river access on South Fort’ 
John Day River with 3.5 miles of public 
road access 


No access to 16 of 26 parcels in Umatilla and Morrow countes. no access 
to 317 of 386 parcels in Wheeler and Grant countes 





State Sceruc 


Waterways 


Phase 1. 3840 acres within the North 
Fork of the John Day River State 
Scenic Waterway. (About 12 river 
rules ) 

1280 acres within the South Fork of the 
Jon Day River State Scenic 
Waterway. (about 4 river miles) 


Phase 1. 440 acres in ten tracts. Eight on the Middle Fork and 2 on South 
Fork. About 8 river miles total 





Wid & Scenic River 








1,270 acres within corridor of John Day 
Wid & Scenic River includes 4 0 miles 
of river frontage 





G429, 430, and 433 (130 acres) within proposed Wild & Scenic boundary of 
South Fork John Day river. G430 has 0.2 miles of river frontage 
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Table 2-2. Summary of Alternatives by Basin and Resource Value (Alternatives 1 and 3). 











no pnme/umQque farmiands 


Resource Value Acquisition Lands Disposal Lajds 
Fioodpiamns 70 acres of FEMA-designated 10 acres of FEMA-designated floodplains on South Fork John Day River 
floodpiam on South Fork John Duy near River Mile 37 
River Another 218 acres of 
floodpiams (not FEMA-designated) 
Souls Known information, to date. indicates Portion of Parcel M30 is prime farmiand, ff wigated. No umque farmiand 


souls 





Cultural Resources 


None known 


None krown 





Tradmonal Use Areas 


3 tributanes of North Fork John Day 


Phase 1 13 parcels totaling 780 acres within 5 miles of traditional use 
areas mm Owens, Snipe ano Cable Creeks and in Camas Praine 
Future Unknown until surveys are completed 





Paleontological 
Resources 


None known 


John Day Formation localities of national & international significance 
in «ding possibly significant botanical fossils 





Twnber Resources 


Phase 1 44 8 MMBF of commercial 
tmber on 10.634 acres 

Stand size ranges 10-900 acres 
Future Approxmiately 43 2 MMBF of 
commercial timber on 8.740 acres 


Phase 1 59.7 MMBF of commercial timber on 7.230 acres 
Stand size ranges 1-300 acres 
Future Approxmmately 23.3 MMBF of commercial timber on 3.941 acres 





—— 


Livestock Grazing 


Phase 1 8-15 AUMS/acre estrmated 
on 47.400 acres for total of 3.160 to 

5 925 AUMs 

Future 8-15 AUMS/acre estimated on 
21,300 acres for total of 1 420-2 662 
AUMs 


Phase 1 108 Allotments with 6.139 AUMs would be transferred to private 
sector 

Future & Allotments with 160 AUM's would be transferred to private 
ownerstup 





Visual Resources 





To be determmed 





130 acres with proposed Wild and Scenic River boundary of South Fork 
Jonn Day River One parcel (G430) has 0 2 miles of river frontage 





Umatilla Basin - Alternative 1 





Exchange 


840 acres iWentified to date 


7 


3,500 acres (Phase 1) 3,700 acres (future phases) 





Forestiand 








Phase 1 0 
Future Potential to acquire 450 acres 


of forestiand along North Fork Walla 
Walla River 





Phase 1 416 acres of forestland w. 13 parcels (M8-13,15. UM9-11.13.48 
and 62) 
Future 291 acres of forestland in 8 parcels (UM12, UM40-46) 


__— 
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Table 2-2. Summary of Alternatives by Basin and Resource Value (Alternatives 1 and 3). 











Future: Potential to acquire 390 acres 
along North Fork Walla Walla River 


Resource Value Acquisition Lands Disposal Lands 

| Large Tree Phase 1:0 Phase 1: 168 acres with large trees in 7 parcels (MB.9.11-13, 15, £62) 
Component Future’ There is the potential for 13 to Future 236 acres with large trees m 7 parcels (UM40-46) 

% of the forested acres of the N. Fork 

of the VWvalla Walla parce! to have < 

large tree component 

— 

Rangeilands Phase 1:0 Phase 1 Total of approx. 3,000 acres transferred to private ownersip 


Approx. 759 acres in 14 parcels would remain in, or be converted, to 
agriculture use: M2628, UM18, 20-23.29.30,32,36-38.4 64 

Approx. 165 acres in 5 parcels (UM24-28) would be converted to 
housing/industria! use 

Fulure Approx. 197 acres 3 parcels (M27, UM68. and 75) would be 
converted to agriculture use 

Approx. 21 acres 2 parcels (UNM63 and 67) would be converted to 
housing/industrial use 





Rmanan Wetland 
Areas 


Ph r 0 

Future 3 miles (including 0 5 frontage) 
on the N_ Fork Walla Walla River, 368 
mies of non-perenrmual streams, and 
12-21 acres of riparian area 


Phase 1: 1.14 mites of perenmial streams on 3 parcels (MB and M12 and 
UM10) and 2 81 miles of non-perenrual streams on 11 parcets (UM11, 14 
19, 20, 39, 62, 74, 78, and 79, M12 and M13). 4-6 acres of nparian area 
intermittent pond on UM26 

Future Approx. 8 miles perenrial stream on 8 parcels (UM35.40, 43-46. 69 
and 75) anc 3.16 miles of intermittent streams on 5 parcels (UN 12, 40, 43 
44 and 75) 

32-56 acres of riparian areas 

UM35 (15-acre wetiand created by beavers. equates to 40 acres of npanan 


vegetation ) 





Columbia Basin 
Shrub-steppe 


Phase 7 0 
Future twa 





5.200 acres in 33 parcels 

Phase 1 2,089 acres of Colurnmtua Basin shrub steppe on 25 parcels M24 
28, UM17-34, 36-38, 64.4 76 

749 acres expected to be converted to agriculture use or urban fac#ites 
Other 1.200 acres not expected to be wmpacted Current use expected to 
continue 

Future Approx. 3,104 acres disposed on 8 parcels M27, 29. 32. UM35. 66 
68.475 

Approx. 197 acres on 3 parcels (M27, UM 68 & 75) lely converted to 
farmland and 15 acres (Parcel UM67) to housing/ industria! 

Approx. 2.900 acres no. pected effect 





Special Status Plant 
Species 








Phase 1 0 
Future ta 





3 Tracking Species (transparent milkvetch, stalked-pod milkvetch, & 
crouching or Columbia milkvetch). Only latter 2 species on UM20 and 21 
have manageable populations 
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Table 2-2. Summary of Alternatives by Basin and Resource Valve (Alternatives 1 and 3) 








Resource Valve Acquisition Lands Disposal Lands 
Widite tHabtat Phase 1 0 Phase 1. 168 acres (7 parcels) Size range: 12-49 acres 
Oi Growth Future Potertal to acqure Old Future 236 acres (7 parcels) 





Growth Amount is unknown at tts Sie range 15-60 acres 
tne 
Special Status Widide Phase 1 0 Phrase | and future Potential habitat for long-bilied curlew 
Species Future twa Possible habitat for Lews and oileated woodpeckers and pine marten 


Possible habitat for Lews and pleated 
woodpeckers and pme ma»nren 








Fishernes Phase 1 0 Phase 1 0 60 mites of perennial streams on 3 parcels (UM10, MB and 
12) 
Future 3 miles (including 0 5 mile imermittent strearns not fish-bearing. nor do they contribute significantly to 
frontage) on the N. Fork Walla Walla water quantities of fish-bearing streams 
River, whch anadromous and Future 4 16 miles of perennial streams on 6 parcels (UM35_40.45, 46. 69 
resident trout habtat and 75) 
Parcel UM 69 on South Fork of Walla Walla dramage is habitat for raimbow 
trout and margined scuipin 
Recreation Phase 1 0 Dispersed recreation for public on 26 parcels wiegal acces. would be lost 


Fiture Potential for éspersed 
recreation on 840 acres of fores! and 
rangelands on North Fork Walla Walla 
Rover that are accessipile by Niung trail 
frorn Umatilia Nationa! Forest 


13 parcels with public access within 15 mites of Hermiston woul be 
significant loss (6 for Phase 1. UM23-30. and 5 for future exchanges: M27 
UM63 66-68) 





} 





Visual Resources 


Some potential acquisition lands m 
VRM Class fl 


| Disposed parcels no longer in Federal VRM class IV 








Sor's 


va 


Similar to John Day, except sandy soils on many tracts make thern more 
suscep’ Die to wind erosion 

Phase 1 Approx. 584 acres on 11 parcels to agriculture (UM18.20 
23,29,30,36-38, & 64), 165 acres on 5 parcels to housing (UM24-2°) 
Future Portions of 3 parcels (197 acres in M27, UM68 475) likely 
converted to agriculture Two parcels likely converted to housing/industria! 
uses (21 acres in M63 6 67) 











Prime/Unique 
F arrmand 





Phase 1 Approx 300 acres on 5 parcels (UM18. 20. 21, 24 & 27) expected 
to be used for agriculture and/or urban residential would be disturbed and 
dislocated 

Futy . Parcel UM67 (15 acres) likely used for housing/industrial 
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| Table 2-2. Summary of Alternatives by Basin and Resource Value (Alternatives 1 and 3). 





Resource Value 





caendiition Send 


Disposal Lands 





Cultura! Resources 


4 duildings of unknown condition and 
historical significance 


3 parcels have some cultura! materials 





Future: Potential to acquire parce! on 
N_ Fork Walla Walla River, which 
would enhance access to usua! anc 
accustomed fishing stations anc 
tracmonai use areas 


No site-specific impacts identified 





——» -— --=- —-+ —— —--—  -- 


Va 


Five parcels near Heppner worthy of further study 





Future Potential acquisition of 450- 
acre forested parce! 


Phase 1 416 acres of commercial forestland disposed 
Future 291 acres of commercial forestianc disposed 
Total: 707 acres 





Livestock Grazing 





Assumed capacity 8-15 acres. AUM., for 
total of 56-105 AUMs 


Phase 1: On 30 parcels disposed, grazing leases would be canceled and 
213 AUMS of forage transferred to private ownership, typically adjoining 
landowner or lessee. (Parcels: M8, 11, 12, 14, 15, 24, & 26, UMS-11, 13-17 
20-23, 28-33, 36,3747, 62, & 76). Grazing expected to continue under 
same management and intensity. Up to 71 AUMs reduced and/or 
eluminatec on 9 disposal parcels (UM 20-23, 28-30, 36 & 37) expected to be 
converted to agriculture, housing, or industrial use 

Future: 3 parcels w/ 229 AUMs (UM12, 35, &75. including 215 AUMs in 
UM75) transferred to private ownership 





va 


Phase 1: Slight immeasurable degradation of ar quality. due to: (1) 
Characteristics of sancy soils and due to disposal and Conversion of 
portions of 11 parcels to acriculture use during windy conditions (Parcels 
UM18.20-23,29.30.36-38, & 64) and (2) Conversion of 5 parcels (UM 24-28) 
to Nousing, or mndustrial uses, temporary Guring Construction period 

Future: Potential for immeasurable negligible impact from disposal and 
conversion of 5 parcels (3 for agriculture, and 2 for other uses) 





Grande Ronde Basin - Alternative 1 





Exchange 


None identified to date 


3,440 acres on 43 parcels 
Size Range: 40 to 320 acres 





Forestiands 








va 





2.260 acres on 33 parcels (UN1-3, 5.7,9.10,14,16-28, 37-39, 41, 42, 61-64, 
68, 69, & 71). Would reduce BLM holdings from 2,856 acres to 635 acres in 
Upper Grande Ronde Basin 
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Table 2-2. Summary of Alternatives by Basin and Resource Value (Alternatives 1 and 3). 


















































Resource Value Acquisition Lands Disposal Lands 

Large Tree Wa 538 acres on 14 parcels (UN3,5,7.26-28.39,41, 42, 62-64, 68, & 71) 

Component 

Rangelands va Approx. 1.200 acres of rangeland disposed 

Riparian’ Wetland Wa Perenmal streams 625 miles 

Areas Riparian areas 24 to 42 acres 

Special Status Plant wa None known 

Species 

Widite Habdat va Approximately 538 acres of old-growth on 14 parcels ranging m size from 

Old-growth 10 to 100 acres with an average size of 38 acres 
nabdrat 

Fishenes wa 3.15 miles of fish-bearing streams (range from 0.3-0.6 miles) includes 2 3 
miles of anadromous) on 9 parcels (UN2, 14, 16, 25, 26, 39, 44, 63, and 
64) 

Recreation va Loss of dispersed recreation on 23 parcels that have legal public access 
(UN1-4,7, 12, 14, 17, 18, 21, 24-27, 37, 38, 42, 61-64, 68, & 71); loss not 
expected to affect many users, as 11 parcels are only 40 acres each 

Visual Resources wa Disposed lands no longer in Federal VRM Class Ili management 

Soils va va 

Prime/Unique va None 

Farmiand 

Cultura! Resources va Historic properties such as wagon roads & homesteads. Prehstoric 
resources such as stacked rocks and lithic features. No impact expected 

Traditional Use Wa None identified 

Paleontological None likely 

Resources 

Twnber Resources va Future 2.260 acres of commercial forestiands disposed 
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Table 2-2. Summary of Alternatives by Basin and Resource Value (Alternatives 1 and 3). 












































Resource Value | Acquisition Lands Disposal Lands 
Livestock Grazing wa Future. Grazing allotments would be canceled on 32 parcels (UN3, 7, 9-12, 
16-29, 34-39, 41, 42, 61-64); the 254 AUMs of forage transferred to private 
ownership. Several parcels are adjacent to National Forests, and some im 
USFS allotments. 
Powder River Basin - Alternative 1 
Exchange Not identified, to date. Areas of 27.217 acres on 246 parcels 
interest Size Range: 2-2,534 acres 
¢ Snake River Breaks 
¢ Lookout Mountain Additional parcels may he identified for disposal 
¢ Pedro Min/Morman Baswv Dooley 
Min/Ebell Creek Divide/Burnt River 
Canyon 
¢ Along Powder River below Thief 
Valley Reservor 
Forestiands Future Potential acquisition of 1,971 acres on 66 parcels (all commercial timberiands) 
forestiand in Lookout Mountain and Disposal lands represent less than 0.3% of total forestiand in Basin for ail 
Dooley Mountain areas ownerships 
Large Tree wa Future. 471 acres on 23 parcels 
Component (B-1,71, 128-130, 135, 138,1 44, 188, 160, 162, 177-179, 164, 193, 197- 
199, 213, 226, 227, & 240, and UN65) 
Rangelands na Portions of 2 rangeland parcels (approx. 332 acres) could be converted to 
agriculture use (B36, B57). 39 acres in 7 parcels would remain in ag. uses 
(B29, 38, 57, 87, 140, 147, 149) 
Riparian/ Wetland Wa Perennial streams Estimated 8 miles 
Areas intermittent streams Estimated 16 5 miles 
Riparian Areas Estimated 32-56 acres 
Special Status Plant Potential habitat for 2 special status Potential habitat for 3 special status species: Snake River goldenweed and 
Species plant species: Snake River Grape fern 
goidenweed & Oregon semaphore 
grass 
Wiidife Habitat va wa 
Old-Growth Habitat va 471 acres of potential old-growth on 23 parcels ranging in size from 2 to 4% 
acres with average size 20 acres 
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Table 2-2. Summary of Alternatives by Basin and Resource Value (Alternatives 1 and 3). 











Resource Valve Acquisition Lands Disposa! Lands 
F ishenes wa Not yet compiled 
Recreation Areas of mterest have Gnspersed Dispersed recreation on 61 parcels wilegal access would be lost (only 32 
recreation. Lands along river have accessible by road) Dispose of 185 parcels that have no legal access 
opportumties for boating and water- 
related actrvives 





Visual Resouces 


Areas of mterest (Snake River Breaks. 
Lookout Min.. & Powder River below 
Thief Valley Reserve} quaidy as VRM 
i 


VRM itl 





Wad and Scenic 
Rivers 


Future Potential acquisitions along 
Powder River below Thvef Valley 
Reservor could bring 15 miles of land 
into Wild and Scemic River System 





Widerness 


=yture Potential acquisitions in 
northern portion of Snake River Breaks 
area Could be added to Homestead 
and Sheep Mountain Wilderness Study 
Areas, enhancing thew values 





Areas of Critical 
Environmental 
Concern (ACECs) 


Future: Potential to acquire lands 
adjacent to Sheep Mountain, 
Homestead, or Powder River Canyon 
ACECs 








Sols va Portions of 2 rangeland parcels (approx. 332 acres) could be converted to 
agriculture use (B36, B57) 

Prime/Unique Not likely to acquire any 416 acres on 10 parcels have soils Classified as prime farmland and could 

Farmiand be converted to agriculture use 








Cultural Resources 





Potential area of interest (Snake River 
Breaks) has historic sites (1870-1930 
Circa), including gold mining camps 
and homesteading sites 





Site types with historic properties such as wagon trails and homestead 
sites. No site-specific cultural impacts identified 
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Table 2-2. Summary of Alternatives by Basin and Resource Value (Alternatives 1 and 3). 














Resource Value Acquisition Lands Disposai Lands 
Traditional Use Areas Future Potential acquisition m the five | No known areas. so no impacts expected 
acquisition areas of mierest could 
consolidate public lands and enhance 
tribal access to traditional use areas 
—d 
Paleontological Area of wherest (Snake River Breaks) | 7 recorded sites. Also 70 parcels worthy of further study 
Resources has ancent marine formations 
Tender Resources na Future 1.971 acres of commercial forestiand on 66 parcels would be 


Gssposed 
Parcel Size Range 2 to 160 acres 
The disposal would reduce comnercial forest be>e of the Baker BLM 


Resource Area 





Livestock Grazing 





wa 





Cancel 41 allotments. Transfer 2.448 AUMs of forage to private ownerstup 





John Day Basin - Alternative 3 



































Exchange 19.200 acres Approx. 31,000 acres (240 parceis) 
Forestiands 1,160 acres (including JV Ranch) 1,000 acres 
Large Tree 370 acres All parcels with large tree component retaned under ths alternative 
Component 
Rangelands va Wa 
Ripanan/ Wetland 18 5 miles fish-bearing and non-fish Perenmal streams 5 miles 
Areas bearing streams Non-perenmal streams. 21 mites 
Non-perenmal streams 36 miles 
Special Status Plants wa 2 parcels with arrowleafl theipody, and some populations of nevius 
Chaer-actis 
Widite wa No site-specific values Wentified 
Fishenes 17 7 miles of anadromous fish habitat 3.6 miles of anadromous fish habitat 
(JV Ranch) 
Recreation approx. 20,000 acres (JV Ranch) Swniar to Atternative 1 
Access approx. 20,000 acres (JV Ranch) Disposal of 16 parcels in Umatilla and Morrow counties that have no 








access 
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Table 2-2. Summary of Alternatives hy “asin and Resource Value (Alternatives 1 and 3). 





























Resource Value Acquisition Lands Disposal Lands 
State Scenic 80 acres, 0.3 river miles on North Fork | 200 acres on five tracts, including 03 river miles 
Waterways of the John Day River 
Wid and Scenic va none 
Rivers 
Floodplamns va wa 
Sods wa Same as Alternative | 
Cultural Resources va wa 
Paleontological na va 
Resources 
Tinber 1,160 acres (about 25 MMBF of 1,000 acres (6 MMBF of timber) 

ternber ) 
Livestock Grazing Estimated 1.333-2,500 AUMs 21 allotments and portions of 23 other allotrnents canceled 





transferred to F ederal 





2.100 AUMs of forage transferred io private entities 





Umatilla Basin . Alternative 3 




















Exchange None identified to date. The 840 acres | 1,03° acres in 22 parcels 
identified for potential acquisition in Alt 
1 would not be acquired in thus 
alternative 
Forestiand va Phase 1 166 acres of forestiand in 6 parcels (M10, UMS9-11, 13, & 48) 
Future 15 acres in Parcel UM12 
Large Tree Wa No lands with large tree component would be disposed 
Compunent 
Rangeland va Phase 1 Approx 800 acres disposed None converied to agricultural, 
housing, or industrial use 
Future 6 acres (UM63) converted to urban use 
Ripanan/ Wetland va Phase 1 0.6 miles perenrual streams in UM10. Approx 1.2 mile of 
Areas imermittent streams in 3 parcels (UM11, 14, & 39) 








Future 0.01 mile perennial in UM69, 0.0; «dtermitient in UM12 
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Table 2-2. Surmmary of Alternatives by Basin and Resource Value (Alternatives 1 and 3) 












































Resource Value Acquisition Lands Orsposai Lancs 

Colurnbe Basin va None 

Shrub-steppe 

Specia! Status Plant va Parcels having Wentied special status species would be retamed because 

Species they nave Columba Basin Shrub-steppe vegetation 

Widide Habtat va No enpact. all parcets with large tree component retamec 

Ots-Growth 

Special Status Widite | nia ra 

Species 

F ishere- rva Phase ! 0 32 mies of perenrua! streams (UM10) 
Future 0 01 mile (UMG69) 

Recreation rva Phase 1 Loss of legal access for dispersed recreation on Parcels UM47 
UM77 (244 acres) with 
Future Loss of dispersed recreation on Parce! UM63 (6 acres) with legal 
access 

Visual Resources va Same as Alternative 1 

Sots va Phase 1 No effect on soils None of parcels transferred expected to be 
converted to other uses 
Future Parcel UM63 (6 acres) converted to urban use 

Prime and Unique va No mmpact. All parcels having prime and unique farmians (UM16, 20, 21 

F arrmiand 24, & 27) would be retained 

Cultural Resources va va 

Tender Resources rva Phase 1 166 acres of commercial forestiand disposed (Parcels M10. UM9- 
11, 13, & 48) 
Future 15 acres of commercial forestiand disposed (Parcel UM12) 

Livestock Grazing va Phase 1. Grazing leases canceled on 9 parcels, and 53 ALIMs transferred 








to private ownersip (Parcels M14, JMG-11, 13-16, & 47) 
Future One grazing lease canceled on Parcel UM12. 2 AUMs transferred 
to private ownership 
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| Table 2-2. Summary of Alternatives by Basin and Resource Value (Alternatives 1 and 3). 

















Resource Value Acquisition Lands Disposal Lands 
As Quality wa Phase 1: No effect. All parcels with potential for conversion to other use 
would be retained 
Future’ Negligible impact from Parcel UM63 (6 acres) from its transfer to 
private Owners’up and Conversion to urban use 
| Hazardous Materials Wa va 





Grande Ronde Basin - Alternative 3 





Exchange 


None identified to date 


2.200 acres on 29 parcels disposed 
Size range: 40 to 240 acres 









































| Farmiands 


i 








Forestiands va 1,426 acres (19 parcels: UN1.2.9, 10, 14, 16-25, 37, 38. 61. & 69). Would 
reduce BLM holdings from 2.856 acres to 1,430 acres in Upper Grande 
Ronde Basin 

Large Tree Wa No parcels disposed 

Component 

Rangelands va 775 acres transferred to private ownership 

Riparian/Wetland na Approx. 4.7 miles of perennial streams. Riparian areas 19-33 acres 

Speua’ Siatus Plant va None known 

Species 

Wiidite Wa No parcels with old-growth habitat disposed 

Old-growth Habitat 

Fisheres Wa 1.9 miles of fish-bearing streams (ranging from 0 25-0 6 miles), includes 0 8 
miles of anadromous. Five parcels (UNZ2. 14, 16, 25, & 44) 

Recreatior va Loss of dispersed recreation opportunities on 13 parcels that have legal 
public access (UN1, 2,4, 12, 14, 17, 18, 2*, 24.25. 37, 38. & 61) 6 of 13 
parcels are 40 acres. Retain 1,040 acres on 10 parceis with legal access 

visual Resources Wa Same as Alternative ‘ 

Soils Wwe Not comnied yet 

r 
| Prime and Unique Wa None 
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Table 2-2. Summary of Alternatives by Sasin and Resource Value (Alternatives 1 and 3). 
Resource Value Acquisition Lands Disposal Lands 

C:4tural Resources va Same as Alternative 1 

(h aJing Traditional 

Use P 

Paieoniological n'a Same as Alternative 1 

Resources 

Tender Resources wa 1,426 acres of commercial forestiand drsposed. Size range 5 to 235 acres 

19 Parcels (UN1,2.9, 10, 14, 16-25, 37, 36, 61, & 69) 
Livestock Grazing wa Grazing leases canceled on 21 parcels (UNS-12, 16-25, 29, 34-38, & 61), 
and 149 AUMs of forage transferred to private ownership 
Powder Basin - alternative 3 
Exchange | Same as Alternative 1, except less Future Phases 22.858 acres on 223 parcels 
potential to acquire because of Size range: 2 to 1,120 acres 
reduced acreage of public lands 
| avaiable for exchange 
| Forestiands wa 1,359 acres on 43 parcels 
' 
Large Tree | wa No lands with ‘arge tree component retamed 
| Component ia 
' | 
| Kangelands | Wa Same as Alternative 1 
T 
| Riparian Wetland | Wa Data not compiled yet 
| Areas 
= 
| Special Status Plant va Same as Alternative 1 
Species 
| Widite Habitat | va Same as Alternative 1 
Old-growth Hebitat | Wva No parcels with old-growth habitat ¢:<rosed | 
r — - — 
| Fishenes | "a Not yet compiled 
r ay 2 
| Recreation | va Dispersed recreation lost on 51 parcels with legal access (29 accessibie by | 
| road) Dispose of 172 parcels that have no legal access ) 
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| Table 2-2. Summary of Alternatives by Basin and Resource Value (Alternatives 1 and 3). 






















































































Resource Value Acquisition Lands Disposa! Lands 
Visual Resources wa Parcels disposed would no longer have Federal VRM Ciass Il! 
management 
| | 
| Special Designated na None 
| Areas (Wid & Scenic | 
| Revers, Wilderness | 
and ACECs) 
r - 
| Sows Va | Same as Alternative 1 
q —_— 
| Preme and Unique wa | Same as Alternative 1. 10 parcels with prime and unique farmiand soils 
| Farmiands arsposed 
tT 
| Cultural Resources va | Same as Alternative 1 
(inc. Traditional Use 
| Areas) | 
= — — oni 
| Pa eontologica na | nla | 
' Resources | | 
————— —> — —— - — + — ee ee — = 
| Tenber Resources | ra | 1.359 acres of commercial forestiand transferred tc private ownership Size 
| | range 2-160 acres 
--—---_—— —_——_—- —_———————— — — —_—_———4 
yestock Graving va | 36 grazing allotments canceled, and 2.380 AUMs transferred to private | 
ownership ) 
—— —_. ——— — _ — ———— -— _ —_— - _ -_-~— OO | 
» = Data not avaiable/unknown, contingent on identihcation of acquisition parcels or further inventory of disposal parcels 


lL» 


oY 





Chapter 2 - Descr otton of Atlernatives 


wner stup. Decause ese 1S. lalec ‘racts 
small mnoiaings ©: and witrun 
argoer areas 1 pr vate iano The BLM JSuany 


moennr ty wncowner Ww Tuna pasitur* ‘ww rarnwn" 


Wor 2re rrr y 


ystems. *ypically has not had n.a,cr infivence 
ry ar semen rt ee ese trac’s 
°e A ‘ew parcels m northern Morrow and Umatilla 
es W 3 bkely De Converted to agr 
production alter being exchanged 
} roa ’ ‘ wy [ rcs , Raker Cc ur ty are 
expected to be put into agncultural use. The 
reace that would be convered ts estimated 
3° - 5 M4 Vi rTOW rT 3° 2 COUT ! es ar G I3L 
Baker Coury. In addition, about 1/5 acres # 
A ve itila and 39 acres m Baker 
nmty have been and will continue to be in 
9 tural use 
. ne parcels near Herruston and John Day 
he impr priate tre * 5 rr rwe siriai 


Management 
Direction 
Assumptions 
Common to All 
Alternatives 


Management of Acquired 
Lands 


A eo iangos wil De wnaced tor the purl ‘ 

| w? "aca od («} exarnpr ary ia ; 
cauired wittwn special management areas having 
Heciic ‘ re nai manga ch as Wild 

ind Scemc Rivers and Wilderness Areas) wi'l be 


manaoed i niormance with estat she, 


; 
juidelnes for those areas. Any umque or fragile 
ret roe values on acquired lands will we protected 
and managed on an nievan basis unt Completion 

{the n xt RMP amendment or revision. in some 
cases, local multi-resource activity plans could be 


nitiated to Geterrmne the best interwn strategy 
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Soils and Water 


The proyect-level inventory, evaluation, and 
pianrung for sol, water and ai resources on pubic 
lands will continue. Scils will be managed to 
mamiam procuctivity and to mururuze erosion 
Corrective actions will be taken, where practicable 
to reduce accelerated erosion 


Water resource plans, necessary to meet program 
objectives. will be developed and field in 
accordance with applicable State and Federal laws 
and regulations. Water quality of perenrual streams 
will continue to be monitored, and climatological 
Jaia will continue to be gathered 


Air Quality 


Air Quality will be considered in all surface 
disturbing activities or other actions that covld 
poten tially affect ei resources and regiona’ 
visibility standards 


Wilderness and Wilderness 
Study Areas 


Any future designated wilderness in the analysts 
rea would be managed under guidelines of the 
BLM's Wilderness Management Policy 


Wilderness study areas in the EIS area would 
ntinue to be managed under guidance of Lie 
BLM's Interim Management Policy for Lands Under 
Wilderness Review untid released t y sper fic 
Congressional action through designation on non 


Jesignation 


Cultural and 
Paleontological Resources 


Reasonable effort would be made to identify 

. 3COrd, and evaluate a’! Culiural and paleontological 
resources, including traditonal cultural properties 
(see glossary) Specifically, before being 
implemented, all proposed undertakings would 
require an inventory and/or assessment of related 
impacts upon Cultural and paleontological 
resources in accordance with applicable laws 
INCIUGING 


* Section 106 of the Nation. Historic 
Preservation Act 1966 as amended 








¢ National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 
(NEPA) 

e Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 
1979 (FLPMA) 

¢ Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 
1979, as armended (ARPA) 

e American indian Religious Freedom Act 
(1978) 

¢ Native Amencan Graves Protection Act (1990) 

¢ Executive Order 11593 (1971) 


Other guidance specific to paleontological 
resources includes BLM Washington Office instruc 
tion Memorandum Nos. 94-118, 85-68, and 79-111 
and Oregon/Wasthington BLM Management of 
Vertebrate Paleontological Resources (1995) 


Consultation with the State Historic Preservation 
Office and affected Tribes would also be re quired 
Cooperative efforts with other entities to manage 
selected cultural and paleontological resources 
would be encouraged, as appropriate. If ong ving 
consultation dentihes any traditional Cultural 
properties as eligible for the National Register, and 
continued use by the community cannot be 
ensured under transter to private ownership, the 
lands having the cultural values would be excluded 
from the proposed exchange 


Sites or properties determined to be significant or 
potentially significamt based on criteria set forth in 
36 CFR 60.4, as well as criteria established 
specifically for thus project, would be withdrawn 
from the proposed @xch..ge and retained in public 
ownerstup. in these cases, primarily for the ease 
of management, a surrounding biock of no less 
than 40 acres would be defined for retention 


Paleontological Resources Locales of 
vertebrate. botarucal, and posse nvenebrate 
y 


meg Hise 


vered as a resull of inventory of 
proposed exchange parcels would be evaluated ‘or 
ywicance by a professional paleonto.ogist 
hon with the BLM. Re 
the disposition of any locality co! 1s:dered 
ervtrtn ally wnportanm would be developed pOwntly 
by the BLM and the paleontologist Locales 
nd to be signhcant would ordinarily be dropped 


nnenda’: rs? ; 


from the exchange, uniess the formation or suite of 
’ ,% adenuately represented elsewhere on 
put ands or could be made available for 


continued swertitc stu ty hyre an prope ity Owner 
agreemen.'s Parcels with localities oeterruned t 
not be significant would be offered for exchange 
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Utility Corridors, Local 
Linear and Areal Rights- of- 
Way, and Withdrawals 


Applicants for utiity actions would continue to be 
encouraged to locate new taciities witivn existing 
designated corridors, to the extent feasible 
Whenever feasible new nghts-o! way would be 
avorsed mn the following situations 
° Across designated wild and scenic river: 
designated Wiloerness Areas and ACECs. or 
acquired lands adjecent ic an ACEC or WSA 
° in bighorn sheep habitat m the vicinity of 
Aldrich Mountain 
e in the Murderers Creek Cooperative Wiidiit: 
Management Area 
° in any other locations contairnung sensitve 
r.ources, as identihed in the existing RMP 


Proposed corridors and applications for local night 
ol-way and use of the public lands through land use 
permits, eases, and «« operative agreements would 
continue to be Considered individually and be 
Subject to appropriate analysis under the Nationa! 
Environmental Policy Act. Any recommendat) 

and approved actions would be consistent with "tw 
RMP objectives 


The lands and minerals withdrawal review progran 
would continue under all alternatives to ensure that 
such withdrawals are still needed and are 
consistent with present management directic | 
Where a review shows existing withdrawals ar 
longer needed, ther revocation would be cor *¢ 
with the applicable RMPs. Although no add 

BLM withdrawals are proposed under ary 

any inhoidings acquired in WSA 
would bo subject to stringent management 


juidelnes of WSAs 


atternatives 


Leasable Energy and 
Mineral Resources 


All acquired lands would be open t energy and 
Twneral leasing subject to standard stipula t 
mess adjacent or cormparabie BLM-managed 
anos with suTwiar resource values are sul yen ‘* 
ease with seasonal or “No Surface Occupancy 
Stipulations. Qua'tied apphcants for leasable 
energy 20 mureral resources would Cont.nue to be 

sued eneigy and rwneral leases with siandard 
and protective stipulations 


Final E'S . 
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S@asona! sStapulat may mciude measures ! maer the 43 CFR 3802 regulations to protect thew 
protec! tightly erosrve areas oF the habitat wilderness Character untd a Congressional decrs' m 

e22CS O' Special Status species such as baid reacnec on the widerness Gesignation ssve 
€age mo Ingnorn sneer The | Surtacs 

ey ore ees onan geen we meee 8 Special Status Species 

mchon with Widerness Study Areas. Wid and pec pec 
‘ River and Area: ‘Cre a! Enwronmernta 
_ Consultation would be done pursuant to Section 7 


Salable Minerals 


Minera, production would be authorized consistent nsulation would be Gone with the US. Fish and 
vith demand and protection of other re ros Wiidite Service and the National Marine Fishenes 
yah NG orvg : ake ered tres © perm ‘Ss w sid Se rvice. enner or Don as appror nate for the 
: wuthornved 1a fed wt art ‘ wing Sspecoees ar Vor actor imverage ry + c o0pera?l r 
om ornate a aly se ‘ rery ya ‘ rere would be sul ect T prox eoural requirements 
rigot ‘ : : Wave tore and nders fron prov 700 m he F edera! Reg sier of June xD 1 GRE 
¥ | | Tt } yer } ry t¢ Ne vv ond ‘ f R Part 402) 
ly Os would De au! nzedt wing ; _ - 
ppropnate analyses and develop response | nsultaton with the U.S. Fish and Wikiite Service 
emand hngent uf threw MpatiDrty wit nas beer mpleted for all Phase 1 exchange 
tect ther re e value lohn Day and Umatilia Basin) as related t 
potential effects on bull trout (proposed 
Threatens GO). and the Daic « agie (Threatened 
. 
Fire Management tatus) Adr‘tional consultations would be required 
. ‘or Future Phase Parce Consultation has beer 
" on , i. o Area ted with the National Manne Fishere: 
org 7 ‘ ‘  rPhase 1 ex moe parcels tor tiv 
' v6 sj) eMac rw ve } . feeihead 
‘ | y ‘” 11? ' ed Trreatened 
; ; ‘” ) y @LG ' i wave Nabrat for 
| : pecs y ect to additiona 
‘ 4 : ‘ ‘ fueord f y hy er , 
' t ys! Mana jf ert oc? 
; . ' ty » act 
é . ral areas and 
, eg biiy sé tive 
’ . ' ert ul 
‘ ‘ : } 


Mining Administration 
Under the 1872 Mining Law 


{the 1973 Endangered Species Act. as amended 
for any transactions that may affect Endangered 
and Tr reatened (sted) Species Or designated 


nical habia’ of such species. For thus EIS. such 


Cadastral Survey, 
Engineering, Road and 
Facilities Maintenance 
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BLM land use amendments identted by the incor 
Colurnbia Pasin Ecosystem Management Project 
whch 1s expected to allow for more actwe 
consideration of road management im watersheds 
or landscapes that have excessive road systerr 
Gensty, wihuie stil meeting other resource 
objectives, promoting ecosysiem health, protecting 
human health and salety, and proving access to 
private lands 


Noxious Weeds 


Noxious weed control methods in both the acquired 
and retained lands would be conducted im 
conformance with GLM's Northwest Area Nomous 
Weed Control Program EIS of 1985 (as 
supplemented in 1987), its Records of Decision 
ad the Districts’ integrated Weed Management 
EA. These control measures would use an 
megrated approach mvolving preventive practices 
biological control, mechanical (prescribed fire 
seeding), manual removal, and cherrrcal contro! 
BLM would continue to cooperate with County and 
State agencies within the project area that have 
active weed control programs 


The managemen of nomous weeds on lands 
acqu’’ed in tts exchange proposal would also i« 
sutyect to any additional weed or non-native plant 
“umrol emphasis identitied by the Colurnbia Basin 
Ecosystem Management Project This emphasis 
would likely be through planting and seeding of 
native species, proper rvestock grazing 
management, and coordination with adjacent 
private agriculture wvierests to ensure resource 
objectives, wiwie promoting healthy eco systerns 


Grasshopper and Predator 
Control 


As a means of controfling outbreaks of 
grasshoppers on public iands in the piannng are 
the BLM would continue to cooperate with the 
Arima! Plant Health inspection Service (APHIS) of 
the Depariment of Agric ulure 
analyses would continue to be prepared, when 
needed, to identity and evaluate wnpacts not 
adequately considered in broader enwironmental 
documents. Such cooperation would also extend 
where applicable, to any future proposed APHIS 
predator control programs 


Site spec itn 
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Forestlands and 
Woodlands 


Forestiands that are acquired would be sutyect t 
meeting criteria for restoration and other 

congix 95, as stated in the Oregon Forest 

Practc s Act. Further, an estimated 15 to 25 
percen of any acquired forestiands would be 

rese”’ .ed trom tenber harvest to protect rparnantish 
habtal areas and wiidite corridors 


Management of commercial forest progucts would 
continue im accordance with applicable RMF's, with 
suStamat-e harvest leveis adjusted when turest 
mverniones mdicate a change m annual productivity 
Tenber harvest would be excluded trom retamned 
and acquired lands that are economically non 
operable and on lands legislatively or 
acrrurustratively excluded from harvest, such a: 
widerness study areas and areas of critica! 
environmental cc These excluded areas 
would Continue to Contribute to the old-growth 
nabitat cormponent. Where applicable, the 
management i sity tor trnber production would 
cortinur to be adjusted to accornmodate other 
imports mt resource values. Harvests would 

cortiry € tu be restricted to ernphasize wnportant 
valves for fish, widife, watershed, rnparnan. and 
recreational resources. Fores! management 

pract ces described in the RMPs would be 
prachoed on the remaiung lands in the « 
forestiand base 
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be managed to provide for harve 
and other ~roducts including fuelwood and t y? 


Activities would continue to be sutwect t 


appropriate analyses and concentrated rea 
here cultig would bene other resource 

r* ervest products fr m other w lands would tx 

© uGed tu protect sensitive area 1s identified? 


t’ ‘ aif ) " ahie RMP > ary ; yr j y’ ; j *,? nm wet 
aon swcable State and tribal leader 


Forestiand and woodland management on a 

acquired tangs m tfws euchange would 4'so tx 
pany BLM Land use amendment 

a Basin Econyst 
Mana zement Project, which is expected to prowik 


subject 1 


dentiied by the interior Column 


for further emphasis on restoration : 
forests and woodlands ano the appropriate use of 
prescribed fire, while still meeti:.4 : 
objyectives and mamianwng access to needed 
natural resources 


' healthy 


ther resource 
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Aiso, although exploration anc development for oil Hazardous Matenais: There are no known sites of 
1 gas. geothermal energy. and various solid hazardous substances or matena! contami nation 
erals ts possible, recent activay has Deen resulting from use, storage. or iliegal dumping of 
uma such matenals on selected (disposal) lands 
Although a tew parcels near Hermiston have had 
'y Corndors, Loca! Linear ang Areal Rights-ot- some occurrences of illegal and unauthorized 
zy. 7 Withorawails. No existing desig nated Gumping over the years, these Gump sites appear 
yona!l utility Corndors or taciites would be to be domestic Nousehold type garbage. which is 
ted by any alternative. Although some BLM kely not hazardous. Conducting hazardous 
parcels within regional Corndors would de material surveys prior to exchanging lands would 
transterred into private Ownership under dentify occurrences, if any, and assist with their 
Alternatives 1 and 3, such transfers would not resolution 
reciude construction of additional facilities within 
these CorrG ors Minority or Low-income Groups of People. Known 
nformation indicates that, because of the isolated 
s No significant Noodpiains or floodplain nature of the pubiic lands being Considered for 
1s defined by Exccutive Order 119868 disposal, they are not actively used Dy minority and 
adversely attected under any altemative Ow-iNCOMe Grows of people Therefore. no 
resources on public lands considered for sproportionately high ana adverse environmenta 
i! are short seqments of small perennial or mpacts to these groups of people would occur with 
streams witt eor fiat or lowland mplementation of any of te alternatives 
to flooding. Mayor streamside 
Struction is highly unlikely following transfer into 


private ownersnip 





Sutton Mountain/Bridge Creek Land Exchange 


| The 50,000 acres of BLM-managed land in the Sutton Mountain/Bridge Creek drainage have the 
distinction of being the largest block of public land in the north half of the Prineville BLM District. This 

| land exchange was similar to the ones proposed in the Northeast Oregon Assembied Land Exchange. 
This large block of land was acquired in exchange for several smail tracts of public land, many of which 

were isolated and scattered over the district, which made their management difficult. 


The Bridge Creek Land Exchange started with one man's idea. That man was Bill Smith, a local 
landowner, who thought the tne hills down Bridge Creek Road between Bridge Creek and 
Twickenham were special. special that he thought they should be in public ownership for the 
enjoyment of all—for all of us, our children, and our grandchildren. Bili contacted the BLM's Prineville 
District about his idea. 


It took more than five years to complete the land exchange. The original exchange idea involved only 
1,000 acres. However, by the time the exchange was completed, over 50,000 acres of private land in the 
Bridge Creek drainage was brought into public domain. It all started with one landowner's idea, which 
led to a field trip by two managers in the Prineville BLM District, and the willing cooperation of other 
landowners in the area. 


In the exchange, the BLM disposed of nearly 10,000 acres of — land in central Oregon. The land 
was in 77 generally scattered and isolated tracts, 67 of which had no legal public access. Although the 
disposal lands had some public values, many more resource values—including many of national and 
international significance—were brought into public ownership. 


Much of the acquired area in the Sutton Mountain/Bridge Creek area is important winter range for deer. 
The acquired area is also important from a fisheries perspective, with approximately 23 miles of riparian 
and anadromous fish habitat. In the decade since acquisition of these lands, there is already marked 
improvement documented in nearly all riparian areas. One example tok he gener increase in redd 
counts for anadromous fish, which may be attributed to changes in |i management and project 
work done to improve the upland watershed and riparian areas. Many of these projects are identified in 
the Sutton Mountain Coordinated Resource Management Pian, a planning document that was developed 
after the acquisition to specifically address this area's management. 


Another note about the Sutton Mountain/Bridge Creek Exchange Area is that most of the watershed and 
riparian projects have been completed by volunteers. These volunteer efforts represent community 
support of acquiring this block of land. 
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Introduction cece assessments listing parcel-spe 





rec 1 “P ya Ps ( Nnoit ne and cec ave heen 
preparec for some potential dispos is 
This chapter is separated into { ur sections: Johr Appendix A. Table A-7 
Day River. Umat 1, Grande R ¢ ING Ih. 
Powder. Each basin is descr DEG IN Similar order A separate Minerals Report is being cc mpleted f 
with the general basin resources presente O first the lands be Ng Considered tor disposal! in thic 
followed by the potentia acquisition lands. and exchange proposal. The report w De availabk 
tnen the potential disposal lands. for both Phase 1 prior to the final decision in the exc? anoe 
ang future phase lands identified to date 
>. > >. 
Because the land proposed for exchange and Physiographic Provinces 
aCQuiSition is scattered over a arge area, partici 
arly in the John Day River Basin. and alsc because The EIS analysis ar€a ENcoMpasses portions of 
VO! ali Exchange/acquisition areas are sented tihree major physiographic provinces: Bius« 
ihe levels of discussion vary. To avoid text Mountains, High Lava Plains and the Colump } 
Jur af ’ r¢ rce va ec that re sans ally Rasy rovince Figure 1.2 
( moons N across the ; S are > are 4) ‘toad nd 
Wsc isse ’ or ~~ * the nd \ qua t asin cle ocr otions ra ct easter \ of thre three c the RR ue Me nta ne 
Proy nce Th S DTO\ nce Ss name 1 for Ne ¢ ‘ the 
A ct of the potent ? NSO Sa . arce c sc Oroy fed three max ane nia er. ranoes wh ’ “ +? 
Tables Aa and Ab in Appendix A: both tables mervening valleys occupy all of northeastern 
Pprovigce iwentical information, but differ in their Oregon. it has a relat vely high elevation ranas 
ct al order ‘ ‘ narce c 7 ab o Aa cte the parce rg 2 700 10 000 feet nc ud no a maze of mournta oo 
Oy township and range. and Table Ab lists the types ranging from rc NQ Qrass-covered hills to 
Parceis Dy parcel number. Appendix A. Table A 2 Craggy peaks with year-round snow ts topograpm 
sts potential acquisition lands . 
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lakes, forests. and meadows. Three mountain 
ranges are within this basin: Ochoco, Blue and 
Wallowa 


The High Lava Plains Province extends south from 
the Columbia Basin. to the Basin and Range 
Province, anc into the John Day River Valiey past 
the town of John Day. It comprises the high desert 
region of central Oregon. This is basically a lava 
plateau with elevations ranging between 3.500 and 
4.500 feet, but with scattered basalt mms anc 
buttes msing to approximately 6,500 feet. Bisecting 


~e 


the piateau are numerous Canyons with streams c 


- ~ ~—— : -~* 
vanous sizes Mal run in ali Girections 


a Basin Province hes immediately 
south of the Columbia River between the Cas cade 
Range to the west and Blue Mountains to the easi 
t constitutes a lava plateau Droken Dy the dasalt 
ns of the Deschutes, John Day. and other 
streams wi cn ’ OW nto the Co UMD a ver in 
general. the relief of the province slopes northward 
tro m about 5.000 teet to 100 feet at the Dalles 


along the Columbia River 


Terms Used in this EIS 


Large Trees: Large trees are trees that have a 
Jiameter at breast height of 21 inches or greater 
Forestiands Containing a Large Tree Component 
Commercial forestiands on disposal and acquisition 
tracts that contain any large trees. For example, a 

nd parce! 120 acres in size may contain 59 acres 
of forest land, of which 45 acres may contain large 
trees in vanous densities (1 or more large trees per 
acre). For analytical purposes, al! forestiands with 
1 or more large trees per acre were included 


Old Growth Forest Habitat: Older forests that differ 
significantly from younger forests in structure 
ecological function, and species Composition 
Minimum standards: 10 or more large trees over 21 
nches dbh per acre and 40-69 percent canopy 
closure of dominant trees 

Aipanan Wetlands. This analysis assumes a range 
of 4 to 7 acres of associated riparian area per 
perennial stream mule 
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Resources Common 
to NOALE Area 


The following Wildlife Habitat (old-growth habitat) 
and Socioeconomic descriptions are Common 
across the four-basin NOALE area 


Wildlife Habitat 
Old-Growth Habitat 


in this EIS, the classification of old growth in 
ponderosa pine and mixed conifer forests 
considered the guidelines of the U_S. Forest 
Service Region 6 Interim Old-Growtn Definitions 
Some primary characteristics of old growth 
dentitiec in those guidelines for the ponderosa 
pine series were stands that 
°e Usually have 10 or more large trees (greater 
than 21 inches DBH or greater than 150 years 
old) per acre 
e Contain a complement of snags 
e Have down woody maternal 
° Have multiple-layer tree canopy 
e Show signs of decadence (such as heart rot) 


Old-growth acres for all phase 1 lands were 
determined using existing forestry inventory data as 


well as wiidiife habitat inventory Gata 


Some wildlife species known to be associated with 
old-growth forests on the east side of the Cascade 
Mountain Range include: Pygmy nuthatch, brown 
creeper, bald eagle. golden eagle, flammulated ow’, 
white-headed woodpecker, pine grosbeak, gray 
squirrel, goshawk, prleated woodpecker, Vaux's 
swift, and the pine marten 


Socioeconomic 


Existing Tax Structure’ Assessed property values 
for the six counties are shovm in Vable 3- 1. Future 
phases will be based on euchanges of lands of 
equivalent fair market ve/ue. Many lands within 
Oregon (especially the «ix rural counties of Baker. 
Grant, Morrow, Umatilla, Union, and Wheeler. 
which encompass the subject exchange lands) are 
in a tax deferral program for farms and forestiands 
(Table E3-2). On these lands, yearly taxes are 
based on an assessed value below the land's fair 
market value. However, when forestlands on these 
lands are harvested, a severance tax is collected 
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Table 3-1. Assessed Value, Property Tax Imposed, and Tax Rate 


(FY 1995-96) 





Assessed Value 


County (thousands of S$) 


Tax imposed 
(thousands of $) 


Average Tax Fate 
(S$ per $1,000) 








Baker 699.011 8 561.061 12.25 
Grant 284 088 3,551 406 12.85 
Morrow 944.189 12,661,709 13.41 
Umatilla 2 461,649 31,710,558 12.88 
Union 916.958 11.510. 869 12.55 
Wheeler 69.188 634,364 217 
Source Oregon Department of R , 


Table 3-2. Acres and Assessed Value of Land in Farm and Forest Deferral by County 


(FY 1995-1996) 





County Farm Deferral 


Forest Deferral 














Acres Assessed Average Acres Assessed Average 

Value (Sin Assessed Value (Sin Assessed 

thousands) Value/Acre thousands) Value/Acre 
Baker 860,667 52.593 61.11 37,129 899 24.21 
Grant 871,225 28.249 32.42 167,333 5.881 35.15 
Morrow 990,845 69,961 70.61 50.383 483 959 
Umatilla 1,330,046 211.257 158.83 76,791 7s 158 
Union 482,741 59.498 123.25 156.823 3472 22.°4 
Wheeler 650,012 16,591 D2 175.958 1/74 10.08 
C e Oreo Department of Reve ‘ ” 


by the State based on the stumpage valve. This 
TOC payment S returned Ne ioca governments t 2 
compensate for the years when reduced taxes 


were paid (Oregon Dept. of Revenue 1996) 


Future tax revenues will be greatly influenced by 
the passage of Ballot Measure 47 in Novem ber of 
1996 The measure amendes the State 
Constitution to mt 1997-1998 tax collections and 
future tax collechons. The 1997-1998 taxes are 
ewted to the lesser of the 1995-96 tax minus 10 
percent. or the 1994-95 tax. Future annua 
property tax increases are lied to 3 percent 


niess the property has a sionmican chance in 


Status New construction moprovements 
SUuDdIVISION, and rezoning are reasons thal taxes 
could increase more than 3 percent. Ballot 
Measure 47 also prohibits using new or increased 
fees, assessments, or other charoes to pay for 
government services and products previously 
funded by property taxes. unless approved by 
voters (State of Oregon 1996). It is anticipated that 
with reduced tax revenues and limits on future 
increases that state, County, and loca! governments 
will expenence reductions in the seivices and 
products they are able to provide. Determining 
wrech services wil! be reduced will be a Major issue 
during the next few years 
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Sa a I a a TEE, TESTI IE TT TIT EEE TE ITT I TE ASIII L IA, IEEE 
Table 3-3. Federal Revenue Sharing for Selected Oregon Counties 








County Entitlement Prior Year PILT Total Calculated 
Acres Payments Payment ‘92 Revenue Payment Per 
Sharing Acre 
Baker 1.017.950 $1,193,553 $101,795 $1,295,348 $1.27 
Grant 1,747,480 8.149.352 174,748 8,324,100 476 
Morrow 154.311 336,960 15.431 352,391 2.2 
Umatilla 416.761 906.525 41.676 948.201 22 
{ n 623.124 1.000.633 62.312 1,062,945 1.71 
Wheelie 303,727 928.510 30,373 958.883 3.16 





~ ‘ 


Payments-in-Lieu of Taxes: BLM-administered 

ands are exempt from al! state and local prop erty 
ax NMoOowWweVeT, ( 
from commodity uses. as well as through a 
yram called Payment-in-Lieu of Taxes (PILT 


> + YY which ar’ ’ ased ne Federa an ¥< “ + 


thy , r nNoar P< Tat ‘ 2 2 
a + a . , , , a 
my } i [ ) , ) ; > ees ; ‘ As SO + ‘ 
4 ‘ ‘ ttlorns ‘ Tes ¥ +> *? e < nty , 


+ pensate for the nontaxable status ~f Fe Jera 
. , , - carer ~~. a © ‘ . 
ms revi ut Ss a cirect apDprot ator ror 
the Federal! treasury. which is reduced to $0.10 ar 
. mmNodity 


cre as revenue oeneratecd Dy <¢ rn 


Federal lands shared with counties offsets PILT 
payments. Commodity o aymen's can de Cerived 
from entitiement acres managed by any agency 
ncluding National Park Service, U.S. Forest 
Service, CU YDS of f nomeers, U S. Fish and Wildiife 
Service, and BLM. Histoncally, in all countes of 
the exchange area, revenue sharing from 
comm iy uses exceeded the guaranteed 
mimmum amour’ ofc »mrpensat on (Oregon Dept 

' Revenue 1996 


Recent legisiation (PL. 103-397) amends the 

nal PILT payment legisiation and increases the 
suaranteed minimum payment levels. The $0.75 
payment shall increase to $1.65. and the $0.10 
payment shall increase to $0.22 by the year 2000 
in the next century. annual increases will be based 


on +> e Cc onsumer pr rp noe. 


Exstirg Timber Harvest Histoncally, the majority 
‘? arves' r) ne > x county reg on Nas been t om 
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untes Go receive revenue shanna 


National Forest lands, with private owners being 
the second largest source. The most recent trend 
has been a decrease im National Forest harvests 
with small increases in private harvests, resulting 
a larae net decrease in total harvest. Timber 
harvest from all ownershuips totaled 366.785 
thousand board feet in 1995 (3-4) 
limber-Related Employment in keeping with 
harvest trends, employment in the lumber and 
wood products industry declined 15.5 percent in the 
NOALE area between 1990-95 (State of Oregon 
Oregon Employment Division, various years) 
Umatilia County expenenced no decline, while 
Morrow County lost 38 percent of its timber jobs 
As of 1995. 4.8 percent of Oregon's lumber and 
wood prooucts employment is located within the 
Six-County region. This percentage represents a 
0.5 percent increase in the five-year penod since 
1990, indicating that the six-county region is 
making a growing Contribution to tmber-related 
employment, even as the industry 's in general 
decline (Oregon Employment Division, Various 
Years) 


Status cf the Livestock Industry 'n recent years 
the livestock industry in eastern Oregon has 
become less competitive in relation to other cattle 
producing regions (Table 3-5). Factors affecting 
cattle production include generally decreasing 
prices, environmental regulation, and competitive 


pnces for land that has alternative uses 


Recreation Opportunity and Use Recreation by 
resioents ano visitors to the region are an im 
portant source of econornc activity. Visitor 
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Table 3-4. Timber Harvest by Ownership, Six-County Region (1990-1996) 








1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 
Forest Industry 148,032 142,984 159.748 183,940 169.200 191,050 
Other Private 79.583 65.734 177.396 141.666 101.841 73.365 
BLM 8.358 1.337 0 68 166 220 
Nationa! Forest 405.010 399.818 299.415 233,452 131.088 100.466 
indian 37 0 0 0 1.072 1487 
State. Indian, & All Other 0 18 0 278 1.116 127 
Total 641,022 612.891 636.559 559.404 404.478 366,785 





Source Oregon Department of Forestry. Vanous Years (1990-1996 








Table 3-5. Value of Cattle and Caives Sold (Thousands of Dollars). 








County 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 

Baker 29.430 30,085 29.589 28 585 25.165 22.889 
Grant 14,565 169.211 13,534 14.157 13.27 11,047 
Morrow 31,500 18.433 12.781 11.218 15.450 13.970 
Umatilla 31,675 32,809 32.129 35.216 31,046 29.904 
Union 7 682 7.755 8.132 8.682 8.161 7.581 
Wheeler 4 938 5518 5 599 5 446 4 456 4.068 
Total $119,790 $109,811 $101,764 $103,304 $97,556 $89.459 








Source Oregon State University Extension Service Various Years 





spending brings new money into the local economy recreation areas due to technology advances and 
and generates local employment. The BLM telecommuting. Recreation has been recognized 
provides for access to public lands for a vanety of dy several local governments as a growth industry 
dispersed uses, including hunting, fishing, wiidiite and has been inciuded as a strategic element in 
viewing, motorized travel, and sightseeing. Large local economic development plans 


blocks of public land are more afitractive to visitors 
for these uses. The BLM also manages severa’ 


Jeveloped sites and an interoretive facility to De > ti f J h 
accummeeiale greater concentrations of vehore scrip ion O O n 
. > 
Day River Basin 


Several studies have suggested that recreation is a 
sector with great potential for growth. Primary 


reasons cited include an aging population with The John Day Basin encompasses over 5 million 
more retirees, many who are quite afivent acres of an extensive intenor plateau between the 
increasing amounts of leisure time; and the ability Cascade Range and the Biue Mountains in 


of people to live and work closer to popular 
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northeast-central Oregon (Figure 1-2). The Environmental Quality (DEQ) 303(d) list (water 
nbia River marks the basin’'s northern quality limited streams) as not meeting the DEQ 
lary, the Blue M t ler the east, the criteria for temperature. Select reaches were alsc 
a h and Strawberry M tains are along the dentined as not meeting state water quality criteria 
itn side, and the Ochoco Mountains borcer the for constituents such as pH, dissolved oxygen 
west (OWRD 1986). The basin includes severa fecal coliform, and flow modification. The inclusion 
' tes: major parts of Gilham, Grant, and of these segments on the DEQ 303/q) list is not the 
Wheeler. and portions of Crook. Harney. Jefferson result of worsen ng water conditions in the John 
Morrow, Sherman, Umatilla, Un and Wasco Day Basin but instead part of DEQ's 
mplementation of non-point pollution components 
Portions of three physiographic provinces :n the »f the Clean Water Act. The North Fork subbasin 
EIS area are within the John Day Basin (see has the best chemical, physical, and biological 
province de pt Chapter 3 Introductivun water quality in the John Day Basin, and water 
Quality is adequate for most beneficial uses. The 
i t halt of the t privately owned North Fork subbasin produces over 60 percent of 
+ 40 percent is Federally managed (USFS the average annual discharge of the John Day 
awn BLM ind approximately 1 percent is Basin 
’ yed by the State of Oreq Figure 3-1 
Private ownership is predominate in the lower The soils identifica in the John Day Basin and the 
rut im the popper DasiNn < ncioes Mmostiy with »cations each is characteristically found are listed 
ream valevs Nat nal Forests are loc atec in the below 
higher elevations of the upper subbasins in the ¢ Udic Cryic (High Cascades and Wallowas) 
Malheur, Oc! Umatilla, and Wallowa-Whitman ¢ Aquic Frigid and Cryic (basins and valleys) 
Nat i} Forests. BLM-admunistered lands are e Xeric Mesic (two types: floodplains and 
widely tered ?? }! t the ¢ wit! terraces; grass-shrubl uplands) 
entrat > the wer hn Day River. the e Xernc Fr gid (two types: forested mountains 
th Fork John Day River. uplands betwee and plateaus; grass-shrub up!ands) 
ville J Kimberly, and the Sutton Mounta e Xeric/Ardic Mesic (two types: terraces and 
ear Mitchs floodplains; grass-shrub uplands) 


e Ardic/Eeric Mesic (floodplains and terraces) 


Geology/Water/Soils/Air 
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Tne climate of the John Day Basin is semi-and, 
characterized by low winter and high summer 
ternperatures, low average annual precipitation, 
and dry summers. Most precipitation (70%) occurs 
between late fall and spring, and increases with 
elevation. Mean annual precipitation is 9 inc.-es at 
Arlington and exceeds 40 inches in the mountains 


The mineral information provided here, it for 
reference purposes only, pending completion of the 
separate Minerals Report. The basin contains a 
wide variety of metallic and non-metallic merals 
Metallic minerals include antimony, chromium, 
cobalt, copper, gold, nickel, mercury, molybdenum, 
silver, and tungsten. Major deposits are 
concentrated in the eastern parts of the basin. 
mainly in the upper North and Middie Forks, and 
the upper mainstem and tributanes near John Day 
and Prairie City. Non-metallic minerals (including 
asbestos, clay, diatomite, limestone, building stone, 
and zeolite) are distributed throughout the basin 
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For most of these deposits, extraction ts not 
economically feasible at the present time 
Historically, the upper John Day subbasin had a 
nch and vaned muning heritage, boasting 
production of relatively large amounts of gold and 
precious metals 


Vegetation 


Land cover in the Jotwn Day Basin ts predominantly 
forest and rangelands, with a small amount of 
agricultural land (Figure 3-2). Grass, shrub, and 
jumper Communities Gominate the valleys: 
ponderosa pine, lodgepole pine. Douglas fir, and 
white fir communittes dominate higner elevations 
Much of the basin's agricultural land ts on the 
plateaus of Giliam and Sherman counties 
Irmgation is used to a greater extent in the upper 
basin to grow alfalfa, meadow hay. and fruit crops 


Figure 3-2 - Land Cover Classifications in the John Day Basin 
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Forest Service (Commercial Forest Lands) (957.000 acres) 
Reserved (F ederal) (200,000 acres) 
BLM (36.500 acres) 


Private (616.000 acres) 








assembiage of herbaceous vegetation. Many of 
the deeper sod sites, especially on flat terrain, have 
been converted to agncultural use, predominantly 
Gryland wheat and other grains. Fire occurs less 
frequently in rangelands than im forested 
communites, but nevertheless has a role in the 
ecology of the shrub-steppe. Sagebrush is 
extremely fre-sensiive, and burned areas are 
readily converted to a seral grassiand. 


in areas that have steep topography or soils 
unsuitable for agncultural development, much of 
the native vegetation ‘emains intact. On these 
areas, the dormnant understory species are 
bluebunch wheatgrass and idaho fescue. The 
bunchgrasses on some sites have more cover than 
the shrubs, creating a true grassland aspect. 


On gentie slopes where agncultural development 
has not occurred, many of the native plant 
communites have been converted to sites 
dominated by exotic annual species such as 
cheatgrass, as well as big sagebrush and/or 
rabbitbrush. The primary change agent has been 
past livestock grazing practices, beginning in the 
mid- 19th Century; other causes of change include 
floods, road construction, and utility development 
Converted sites are especially prevalent on river 
terraces and on slopes adjacent to water. 


Rangelands in the Biue Mountains begin with the 
transition zone between the coniferous forest, at 
higher elevations, and the shrub-steppe. Western 
juniner, the most xeric of trees in the Pacific 
Northwest, dominates this zone, with varying 
densities of ponderosa pine, depending on 
elevation and aspect. Onginally restricted to the 
hugher elevations and in areas less at-risk from 
wiidtire, western juruper is Now encroacting into 
many sites which did not support western juniper in 
recent history. As a result, western juniper can be 
found at low elevations and in all plant associations 
as well. Predominate understory shrubs are big 
sagebrush and antelope bitterbrush with grasses 
dominated by bluebunch wheatgrass and idaho 
fescue. Where these sites have been disturbed, 
the dominate grasses are Sandberg bivegrass or 
Thurber's neediegrass. Herbs such as western 
yarrow, Oregon sunstune, and threadieal fleabane 
are also commen 


The sagebrush-steppe of the Biue Mountains 
Province is similar to that of the High Lava Plains 
Province, occupying the zone between western 
jummper/confers and the drainage bottoms. in 
additun, sagebrush-steppe is found as a mosaic 
within the western juniper and coniferous 
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vegetaton communities. This ts usually the result 
of shallow soils within these types supporting low 
or stiff sagebrush. As in the High Lava Plains 
Province, there are areas where the low density of 
sagebrush and other woody species, coupled with 
a high density of native bunchgrasses, give the site 
an appearance of a true grassland. 


Riparian/Wetland Areas 


Riparian areas occupy less than one percent of the 
land base of the three provinces. Gener ally, this 
percentage is even less on BLM-managed lands in 
the basin, particularly those considered for 
disposal. 





Riparian areas are the green “stringers” of 
vegetation along perenmal streams. The potential! 
natural vegetation of most of these areas includes 
various species of hardwoods, such as alder, 
mountain ash, red-osier dogwood, willow and 
cottonwood. Due to past land management 
pract’ces, many of these species have been 
Girmuinished or even extirpated from some reaches 
of certain streams. Generally, riparian areas 
comprise between 4 and 7 acres per mile of 
stream, which is the range used in computing 
riparian acres for this EIS 


Single, decadent cottonwood irees along the John 
Day River, for example, may represent the remnant 
of a large cottonwood “gallery.” Many of the 
npanan areas are now dominated with non-native 
species. such as Kentucky bluegrass, along with 
early-seral plants such as Nebraska sedge and 
Baltic rush. An increasing emphasis on restoration 
of these riparian areas appears to be reversing this 
trend as some riparian areas on both private and 
public lands are improving in ecological condition 


Wildlife and Fisheries 
Wildlife Habitat 


The John Day Basin lies within the Biue Mountain 
and High Lava Plains Provinces. Community types 
associated with these two provinces include 


con#erous forest, juniper steppe, sagebrush 
steppe, riparian, and marshes. 


The High Lava Plains province's open nature, 
combined with canyons, rimrocks, sagebrush and 
jumiper provides modest habitat diversity. This 
province has below average vertebrate diversity in 
all anwmal groups (Puchy and Marshall 1993) when 
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mpared to other provinces m the state. Relative 
pees use of four habdal types thal a’e promiunent 

the High Lava Plams Province ss shown im Table 
1-1 
The portion of the John Day Basin wittun the Blue 
Mountams province has average wildie di versity 
Fish and herptde diversity 1s below the state 
prownoe average. however, Derd and mammal 
versity «s above average. The coniferous forest 

nity type adds to tus Grversity. as ais a 

najor habtat component. Relative species use of 
four habtat types that are prominent in the Blue 
Mourntarts province ts shown m Table 3-6 


Both the quantity and quality of widite habitat in 
the John Day Basin has been declining in recent 
tory Causes for the dechne include certain 
GING Practices, overgrazing, widiire 
ppression, drought, recreational activities, high 
id densities. and nomous weed encroachment 
Loganng has removed critical escape cover im some 
vreas. Grazing has resulted in reduction of npanan 
vegetation in many instances. Widtire suppression 
has changed vegetative Composition in many 
habitats. Increasing recreation use has resulted in 
isturbances, harassment, and displacement of 


mo widite specjes 


Special Status Wildlife Species 


The Special Status Species thought to occur within 
the John Day Basin are listeo in Appendix B. Table 
6-3. However, there is only one documented 
species with Federal listing: the Bald eagle 


The Bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus). a 
Federally isted Threatened species. is primarily a 
winter inhabitant. its maim use area is the John 
Day River corndor, Numerous nocturnal roost 
areas, as well as a few known nest sites, occur in 
the John Day Basin, but most occur on private or 
other federal land. Only one roost site has been 
documented on potential disposal land, and thus 
tract was removed from the disposal list to avoid 
any potential conflict regarding threatened and 
endangered species (See Appendix A, Table A-4) 
Three known roost areas are on private lands along 
the North Fork of the John Day River; these lands 
are identified for potential acquisition. Also, 12 
roost sites are on BLM-admunistered lands that are 
in close proximity to acquisition lands on the South 
and North Forks of the John Day River 


The Peregrine taicon (Falco peregrinus), a 
Federally listed Endangered species, may occur as 
é seasonal migrant through the John Day Basin 





Table 3-6. Usage Levels of Selected Communities Regularly Used by Native Species 
of Herptiles, Birds, and Mammals by Province (John Day Basin)’. 














Species Type Total Number Community Type 
Using Province of Species 
Using "he Sagebrush Coniferous Juniper Riparian Marshes 
Province Steppe Forest’ Steppe’ Area 
High Lava Plains 
Province 
° Herptiles 20 65 50 35% 25° 
¢ Birds 194 22 24% 49° 45° 
e Marnmals 56 54% 46° 63" 32° 
Biuve Mountains Province 
© Herptiles 17 76°. 42° 29°. 29° 
e Birds 231 19%» 34" 51 37 
e Mamma's 75 3B" 62° 65% 32" 
Eachus aular and accidental speces 
Not selected cormmunty type for Migh Lava Plains Province 


‘ot celected mruerty type for Blue Mountains Pr vrce 
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in the basin. 


The ket of special status species provided im 
Appendix B was supplied through consultation with 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). 


Fisheries 


Approximately 1,800 miles of usable spawning 
hatvitat for steelhead trout (Oncorhynchus mykiss) 
and 117 miles for spring chinook salmon 
(Oncorhynchus tshawytscha) exist in the John Day 
Basin (Unterwegner 1997). This habitat supports 
one of the last remaining wild anadromous fish runs 
in the Columbia River drainage. Historically, the 
John Day River and its tributanes provided 
desirable spawning and rearing habitat for fall and 
spring chinook salmon, summer steeihead trout, 
redband trout (Oncorhynchus mykiss ssp.), bull 
trout (Sa/velinus confiuentus), and westsiope 
cutthroat trout (Oncorhynchus clarki lewis) 
populations. A list of native and nor-native fishes 
inhabiting the John Day Basin is provided in a 
composite list for the Columta Basin in Appendix B 
(Table B-2) 


The basin's salmormd fish populations have 
experienced recent population declines. Available 
data indicates that over 6,000 spring chunook and 
35,000 steethead hustoncally migrated to the John 
Day Basin to spawn. Since 1959 when ODFW 
Staried spawning redd Counts in the basin, adult 
spawners returning to the basin have ranged from 
370 to 5,000 spring chinook and 3.000 to 35,000 
steelhead (Unterwegner 1997). Although there is a 
downward trend in returning steelhead adults over 
the four decades, spring Chinook salmon returns 
have been showing an upward trend im the last 10 
years (Unterwegner 1997). In 1996, an estimated 
6,600 adult steelhead returned to the basin to 
spawn and, based on spawning redd counts, about 
3,300 spring chinook also returned. Recent 
declines are generally attributed to high adult and 
juvenile mortality at the Columbia River dams. 
combined with high egg and smolt mortality in the 
basin as a result of habitat degradation 


The North Fork drainage is the basin's major 
producer of wild spring Chinook and summer 
steelhead, at approximately 60 and «v percent, 
respectively. in recent years, as many as 1.8655 
adult spring chinook and 8,000 adult surmmer 
steelhead have returned annually to the North Fork 
Gramnage to spawn 
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The North Fork subbasin contains about 72 miles 
of spring Chinook spawning and rearing habi tat, 
and over 700 miles of steelhead habitat. Prime 
spring Chinook spawning habaat occurs between 
Camas and Baldy Creeks, and in the Granite Creek 
drainage, mostly on National Forest lands. Mayor 
steelhead producing streams im the North Fork 
basin are Cottonwood, Rudio, Deer, Big Wall, Littie 
Wall, Potamus, Desolation, Granite, Ditch, Mallory. 
Trout, Meadowbrook, Trail, Olive. Ciear, Bull Run, 
Camas, and Beaver and Big Creeks. 


The North Fork also has the best bull trout 
population strongholds in the basin (Unterwegner 
1997). Ratt and Howell (1992) noted ths 
population was “of special concern,” with habitat 
degradation and angling overharvest as the 
suppressing factors. In 1993, ODFW eliminated 
angling harvest of bull trout in the John Day River 
Basin. Bull trout are found year-round above 
Desolation Creek in the North Fork and tributanes. 
and its current winter distribution extends 
downstream to Wall Creek in the North Fork 


(Unterwegner 1997) 


The Middie Fork subbasin produces 24 percent of 
the total spring chinook and 30 percent of the total 
summer steeihead populations in the John Day 
Basin. About 30 miles of spawning and rearing 
habitat for spring chinook are available in the 
Middle Fork between Armstrong and Summit 
Creeks. An estimated 295 miles of spawning and 
rearing habitat also are available in the Middie F ork 
and tributanes that support steelhead production 
Mayor steeinead producing streams include Camp, 
indian, Granite Boulder, Deep, Beaver, Ciear, Big 
Boulder, Deerhorn, Vinegar, Vincent, Davis, Long, 
Granite, Butte, Big, Huckleberry, and Slide Creeks. 
The Middle Fork supports a productive resident 
redband trout fishery (OWRD 1986). Small 
populations of bull trout are currently found in the 
three upper tributaries of the Middle Fork of the 
Jonn Day River. Migration of bull trout from these 
headwaters into the lower Middie Fork John Day 
during summer months is unlikely, due to water 
temperature increases, poor habitat conditions, and 
ngation withdrawals (ODF AW, 1997). 


The Upper John Day subbasin produces 18 
percent of the total spring chinook and 23 percent 
of the total summer steelhead populations in the 
John Day Basin. About 15 miles of spawning and 
rearing habitat for spring chinook are available 
between Dove Creek and Roberts Creek. An 
estimated 480 miles of spawning and rearing 
habilat also are available in the subbasin and 
tributanes that support steethead production. 
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Major steelhead producing streams mclude 
Cottonwood, Canyon, Murderers, Deer, Black 
Canyon, Beech, Strawberry. Reynolds, Deardort, 
McClellan, Fields, Beishaw, Dog, Pine, Moon, 
Rock, Johnson, Laycock. Grub, Indian, Bear, Dove, 
Roberts, and Rail Creeks (OWRD 1986) 


The subbasin supports a productive resident 
redband trout fishery. Bull trout populations in the 
upper mainstem and tributanes currently are under 
moderate nsk of ext:nction according to Rati! and 
Howell (1992). The current range of westsiope 
cutthroat trout 1 centered in the upper reaches of 
thus subbasin (}CBEMP 1996 and Duff 1996) 


The Lower John Day Fiver serves primarily as a 
rmgration corndor for all adult and juvenile 
anadromous fish using the upper mainstem 
dramnages. Tributanes in the subbasin produce 
about four percent of the steelhead in the basin 
Good habitat conditions for steelhead and redband 
trout exist in Bndge and Horseshoe Creeks 

Kaller, Parrish, Rock, Alder, Cherry, Thirtymile and 
Butte Creeks have marginal habitat for steeihead 
and redband trout. Production here is often 
restncted by low flows during dry years. The Lower 
Jotnn Day River supports a healthy and popular 
smatimouth bass fishery 


Special Status Fish Species 


Steelhead trout in the John Day Basin have been 
genetically grouped into what is named the Middle 
Columbia Evolutionary Significant Unit (ESU). This 
inland steelhead ESU encompasses the Columbia 
River Basin from Mosier Creek, Oregon, upstream 
to the Yakirna River, Wastwngton, inclusive 
Steelhead of the Snake River Basin are excluded 
in August of 1996, the National Marine Fisheries 
Service designated the Middie Columbia ESU 
steelhead trout as a Candidate Species. in 
February of 1998, the National Marine Fishenes 
Service (NMFS) proposed listing the Middle 
Colurnbia ESU steelhead trout population as 
Threatened, under the Endangered Species Act 
(ESA). The Middle Columbia ESU includes both 
the John Day and Umatilia River Basins 


in April of 1997, the U.S. Fish and Wildite Service 
decided to propose listing the bull trout under the 
Endangered Species Act (ESA). Two populations 
were inciuded in the proposal, bull trout in the 
Colurnbia River Basin, and the Kiamath River 
Basin. On June 10, 1997 the USFWS proposed 
listing the Columbia River population segment as 
Threatened, and the Kiamath River Basin 
population segment as Endangered. No 
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management actions will be implemented that 
adversely affect or may contribute to the need to 


formally kst thus species 


The status of bull trout populations in the John Day 
Basin ranges from “moderate nsk of ex tinction” m 
the Upper John Day, to “high risk” or “probably 
extinct” im the Middle Fork and tributaries, to “of 
special concern” in the North Fork John Day (Ratiiff 
and Howell 1992) 


Westsiope cutthroat and redband trout in the John 
Day Basin are both BLM Sensitive species. in 
Oregon, Westsiope cutthroat trout are found only in 
small headwater tributanes of the upper mainstem 
John Day River and the North Fork Jonn Day River. 
Westslope cutthroat trout are believed to have 
occupied approximately 179 miles in the two 
drainages, but currently occupy about 73 miles (41 
percent) of their historic habitat (Duff 1996) 
Redband trout are widely distributed east of the 
Cascade Mountains in Oregon, and are found in all 
counties wittun this EIS analysis area (Marshall et 
al 1996) 


Cultural Resources 


The cultural resources on both private and public 
lands in the upper watershed of the John Day 
Basin are variably understood as there have been 
few formal studies in this geographic area 
However, some reports from just outside this area 
have relevance. Most known archaeological 
information about the geographic area relates to 
comphance-based project work, which is generally 
unsynthesized and was conducted primarily on 
lands adrmunistered by the U.S. Forest Service 
Other sources of information are early 20th century 
ethnograpmes. The available written record has 
more information on the historic occupation of the 
geographic area than on the pretustoric 


There are no known cultural resources within the 
geograpiuc area listed on the National Regis ter of 
Histonc Places. However, several pretustoric sites 
have been recorded that are considered to be 
potentially significant because they may contain 
information important to our understanding of 
prehistory 


The geographical diversity of the upper John Day 
Basin has, over the years, affected the avail ability 
of plant and animal resources. Those resource 
availabilities in turn affected the subsistence and 
settiement patterns expressed by prehistoric 
human populations occupying the area at any given 
twne. Generally. however, the annual round of 





exploitation of the peoples using the geographic 
area was one of fission (family unit dispersal) and 
fusion (occasional multiple group unions). During 
the winter months, semi-permanent occupation by 
multiple groups took place in key lowland areas, 
which provided protection from the elements and 
were in close proximity to cached stores or stable 
food sources, water, and fuel. These sites will be 
represented by large, but fewer, multiple 
occupation sites that exhibit lithics and features. 


Depending on weather and resource availability, 
some temporary special-use sites located away 
from the main camps were likely used, particularly 
for hunting. Special use sites are represented by 
small lithic scatters. Through the spring, summer, 
and fall months people alternately separated into 
smaller family groups to take advantage of 
dispersed resources, or congregated in areas of 
resource abundance for root festivals, fish runs, 
ad rabbit drives. 


Group social dynamics were reiatively simple in the 
dispersed mode. However, during aggre gated 
settings, social relations Could become quite 
complex and involve groups from different ethnic or 
linguistic divisions. This was particularly true in this 
geographic area, which was likely visited by 
groups from both the Great Basin to the south and 
the Plateau to the north. Indigenous groups also 
possibly occupied this geographic area. 


Central Oregon ethnographies indicate that this 
geographic area was utilized variously by the 
Tenino and Umatilla, both Sahaptan speakers, and 
also the Northern Paiute who were Numic 
speakers. These two language groups had 
armcable relations, with only occasional discord, 
and participated together in group activities such as 
hunting, fishing, plant gathering, and related 
festivals. The Northern Paiute who occupied the 
area most recently were known as the “Root 
Eaters.” Root festivals are known to have been 
held in upland prairie areas. The entire upper John 
Day watershed is considered good habitat for 
camas, Kous, bisquitroot, bitlerroot, onion, and 
yampa 


The recorded history of the geographic area dates 
to the 1860s with gold discovery in the Can yon 
City area and later the North Fork John Day. The 
influx of miners brought merchants, loggers, and 
homesteaders who were needed to supply the gold 
camps with food, goods, and building material 
Althoug! the gold rush was short-lived, mining 
continues to play a small role in the area's 
economy. Sheep/cattie grazing and logging have 
been the area's main economic activities since its 
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early settlement. Tourssm and recreation are 


becorming more prominent activities im the area as 
populations from the larger urban centers search 


for such opportunities. 


Paleontological Resources 


The entire John Day Basin is considered to have 
significam paleontological resources, primarily 
because its exposures offer a continuous look at 
vertebrate evolution over a 20-30 milnon-year 
period. 





Socioeconomics 


Populated Areas; The most populated area in the 
John Day Basin is between Dayville and Prairie 
City, which is the hub of the basin's resource-based 
industry and economy. Over 50 percent of Grant 
County's population live in the towns of Mt. Vernon, 
John Day, Canyon City, and Prairie City. Other 
incorporated towns within the basin include 
Monument, Ukiah, Granite, Long Creek. Spray, 
Mitchell, Grass Valley, Fossil, Antelope, Condon, 
Moro, and Shaniko. 


Agnculture, service industries, retail trade, and the 
manufacture of forest products are the pri mary 
private-sector industries in the John Day Basin 
Federal, state, and local governments also are 
major employers. Recreation and tourism are 
important to the basin’s economy, attracting 
thousands of visitors each year. An estimated 


100,000 angler days were spent fisting for 
steelhead, trout, smalimouth bass and other 
species in 1987. Hunting, fishing, hiking, carping, 
sightseeing, biking, and boating activities are 
increasing in popularity throughout the John Day 
Basin, and their economic importance is becoming 
a significant complement to the agriculture, forest 
products, and service sectors of the John Day 
Basin economy (OWRD 1986) 


Private Lands 
Considered for 
Acquisition in John 
Day River Basin 


Apprommately 68,700 acres of private land in the 
John Day River Basin have been identified for 
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Table 3-7. Private Lands Identified for 
Potential Acquisition in John Day Basin. 





Approximate 
Acres 


Acquisition Area 





North Fork John Day River from Camas Creek tc 
" 5S ry 
4 ry & ho Creeks) 26.700 
. no Little Wa 13.240 
‘' o eer 1.120 
” "Eek 840 
= ne 16.900 
ms - ~ ~ — 7. 
~~ r « Way Mive & OV 
+ € eee 200 





acquisitions total almost 17,000 acres. These 
ands are owned by Prairie Wood Prod 

Longview Ranch, and one individual. Soth 
scattered and blocked BLM-admunistered lands ar 
present in this area 


Approximately 4.300 acres im the South Fork John 
Day River drainage are among potential acquisition 
ands. About 6.5 miles of anadromous and resident 
fish habitat on the South Fork John Day River and 
indian Creek could be acquired. About 3.5 miles of 
river frontage within the Wild and Scenic River 
corndor could be acquired. BLM-administered 
ands are well blocked in this area: this transaction 
would fill some ownership gaps and increase public 
management of impomant riparian habitats 


About 200 acres of forestiand could be acquired in 
the Dixie Creek drainage. north of Prairie City. This 
parce! biocks into BLM and National Forest lands 





There would also be potential for other acquisitions 
within areas designated for reten tron/acquisition as 
opportur ties arise by using equity values 
generated from disposal tract 


Resources on Potential 
Acquisition Lands in John 
Day Basin 


Vegetation 


Forestiands 


Potential acquisition lands along the North Fork 
John Day River, Rudio Mountain. South Fork John 
Day River, and Dixie Creek drainages contain 
approximately 19.400 acres of forestiands. Along 
the North Fork and its tributanes, these timber 


- 


stands are somewhat continuous. The South Fork 


has stringers along streams. but more continuous 
~ ~ tar at. a * - - ’ _ 
Sstancs On nonn av Ng > Opes ai vt t : “is 


Canyon The Rud " Mo urna "ang D y o "Pe. 
stands are parts o! larger continu 
Some areas contain small patches or stringers 


e trernct tare 
us Ss! Siancs 


commercial forest stands along streams and 


canyon bottoms; other areas consist of larger 


stands up to 900 acres im size 
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Table 3-7. Vegetative Species on Rangelands in John Day Basin. 





Area Grasses and Forbs 


Shrubs and Trees 





Cin nes! eorce —...). 7. - ~** Are 
3 Ss anc A VOL > 


Lice 


- 


Grasses Bluebunch wheatgrass 
Agropyron spicatum), basin 
wildrye (Elymus cinereus) 
timothy (Phieum pratense) 
bluegrass (Poa 


———. ) 7 Bro ee -— §——8 ar ores 
cCneaigrass (Oo7oOmus Trecioru 


Wild rose (Rosa spp.). 
snowbderry (Symphyoncarpos 
albus), ponderosa pine (Pinus 
ponderosa), jumper (Juniperus 


spp.) spp.), Douglas fir (Psuedopsuga 


menziesi). and white fir (Abies 


concolor) 


ands Grasses Biuebunch 
wheatgrass. idaho fescue 


(Festuca idahoensis) 
Sandberg’s bluegrass (Poa 
secunda), and needle grasses 


(Stipa spp.) 


Grasses idaho fescue 
biuvebunch wheatgrass 
hivegrasses, DottieDrush 


Sagebrush, bitterbrush, wild 
rose, snowberry, and Oregon 
grape (Berberis spp.) 


sqguirrettail (Sitamon hystrin 
and bromes (Bromus spp) 
Forbs Yarrow. indian paintbrush 


{Castilleia spp.). and onion 


(Allium spp.) 


ess prone to drying, are more densely vegetatec 
with greater species Giversity of shrubs anc 
sedges. These habitats exhibit high potential for 
rapid recovery from disturbance. In more ard 
ocations, particularly the lower part of the 
drainage. ground cover is naturally more sparse 
and streambanks more vulnerable to erosion 
These communities also have high potential for 
recovery, but at a slower rate than less arid areas 


Some unroaded sections of North Fork tributanes 
have not been logged nor subjected to poor grazing 
management. in these areas, patches of old- 
growth forests are intact on the surrounding 
hillsides, and nparian Communities are very Giverse 
and in good condition 


Riparian habitats on the South Fork John Day River 
acquisition parcels have good vegetation structure 
diversity, and stability. Grazing management has 
been conducive with maintaining and improving 
conditions in these areas. Overstory species 
include ponderosa pine and Douglas fir, with 
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willows, GOgwoods, and alders dominating the 
understory. A 1995 PFC assessment of BLM- 
administered lands in the South Fork rated them as 
properly functioning. Adjacent acquisition land on 
the South Fork and Indian Creek is estimated to be 
Functioning-at-Risk, or better 


Potential acquisition lands in the Rudio Mountain 
area that have stream habitat include Rudio and 
Holmes creeks (both rated as property functioning), 
Lost Fawn Creek, and other low order drainages 


Special Status Plant Species 


Lands considered for acquisition within the John 
Day Basin are within three general habitat areas 
(North Fork John Diy, Rudio Mountain, and South 
Fork John Day). Few lands in these areas have 
been inventoned for botanical resources 
inferences can be made, however, based on 
inventones of adjacent BLM-administered lands 
and the unique habitat characteristics of each area 
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Table 3-8. Fish Habitat On Private Lands Considered tor Acquisition (John Day 
Basin). 











Drainage Subbasin and Acquisition Steelhead Chinook Bull Redband 
Stream Name Miles Trout Salmon Trout Trout 
North Fork John Day 

North Fork John Day River 12.0 x X Some X Winter 

Spawning, reanng Habrat x 

Deerhorn Creat C x x 
Stony Creek 48 x X (1.9%) x 
Rush Creek 12 x x 
Jencho Creek 2.0 x x 
Potamus Creek 3.8 x X (0.1 mi.) x 
Little Potamus Creek 0.6 x x 
Mallory Creek 28 x xX (22m.) x 
Graves Creek 38 x x 
Ditch Creek 46 x X (1.0 mi.) x 
Cabin Creek 22 x x 
Wall Creek 78 x x 
Little Wall Creek 55 x x 
Lovelett Creek 04 x x 
Three Trough Creek 06 x x 
Rudio Creex* 2.4° x x 

Subbasin Total 55.3 
Upper John Day 
Holmes Creek* 24 x x 
S. Fk John Day River (below falls) 1.0 x x 
S. Fk John Day River (above falls) 3.0 x 
indian Creek, SouthForkJohn Day 2.5 x 
Subbasin Total 8.9 
Basin Totals 64.2 58.7 17.2 12.0 64.2 

Future Phase Acquisition 


. 

— 
4 
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Table 3-9. Non-Fish Bearing Streams on Private Lands Considered for Acquisition 
(John Day Basin). 











Subbasin Perennial Non-Perennial Total Miles (Perennial 
Stream Miles Stream Miles and Non-Perennial) 

Upper John Day 05 84 89 

North Fork John Day 144 100.2 1146 

Totals 14.9 108.6 123.5 
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Cnap*er 3 - Affected Enwronment 
The Korth Fork John Day area consists of rugged Arrowleal thelypody. a Bureau Sensitive and 
c rapny yong sleet ‘ walls anc Oregon Thre atenec species known from along the 
es flowing into the North Fork John Day North Fork John Day, has a high probability of 
are 6 °er a? +. ar; YeNne’ . > Thx ‘ mina on some ancs proposes for sCOursmION 
tw tor mper co . , ‘ mitor c *~rec? 7 re * ant preters og tatty drama 7e* ‘ Ser - 
DEeNCING s Ss e€eva'’ no aspect sd Ss associaon wen asn. L vesiock grazing as 
enerally basalt in ongin. Based on the habitat extirpated Arrowleat thetypody from much of its 
x and nearby known Dor i s there ss former habitat. makino * one of the county's rare 
terial Tor Trvé Speci! Siatus pian species 1 speces 
ron these is (Table 3-10). Only the Sout! 
Fork John Day Milkvetch is not likely 1 ' Except for having less ruggrd topography, the 
: is alona the North Fork John Day Rudo Mountain area is suiilar in many ways to the 
Ry North Fork John Day area. so similar species Could 
be expecte iN acaihon, an mcreased presence o' 
‘ < 1 Wallowa ecrasses. Dot? . arc Clays some areas w 5 e@ac to an 
‘ Sensitive rocky scab flats Gon expectation of one additional track mo speces 
. DY Ww sacevdrus’ Arternnsia c mnG lewus chaenacts :Chaenachs ne. This 
Thai brush (Arfenvsia nowa). tn the species occupies relatively barren habral (voicanc 
; e District y Henderson s nceorass is sh and rocky, open clay siopes). oenerally at 
. wn. fron te near Shamko and fron wer elevations. Rocky ndoes would be expected 
fOr bove the North Fork of the Crooked to support scattered populations of Pedocactus 
- r . edo A« eceme t Srv ec ormnson Var rohust r iiry to% - , “actus ) alsoa 
. : y thr hy t ting * e\ 4 Oystr : trackno spec ror 
Secause of the similarity between the South and 
AY > ‘ Tac ~* m on 2\ cor af m™ C es can be 
= hic monkeytiows Bure tree expected in both areas However. some species 
Dit PD. or y ver ‘ I . " as Astraga/us iphanus var. Gurnus (South 
wn tur e almost s¢ Fork John Day milkvetch), occur only in the South 
tk wn fron : ty Fork John Day. Thus species is Bureau Sensitrve 
nd state-lsted as Threate 1. tf OCCUDIMS SiTTWlar 


Table 3-10. Special Status Plant Species in John Day Basin. 
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The JV Ranch is part of a winter range that prowides habitat for 1.200 - 1.500 ef and 3090 - 4.000 mute deer Photo overiooks 
Boneyard Canyon and Wall Creet dramege 
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N Fork John Day River near river mile 40 
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The JV Ranch. which is being proposed for acquisition. offers many scenic vistas such as this one overlooking the Ditch 
Creek drainage 
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South Fork John Day River Potential acquisi 


tracts in thus Gramacge include some parcels along 
the South Fork John Day River and some that 
sdjoin public lands managed by BLM, ODFW. and 
the USFS. These lands provide a wide diversity of 
moh quality. motorized and non-motorized 
ecreation opportunities including Camping. trout 
hshng, widhte Wiewing, PICNICKING, Swimming 
hiking, horseback riding, mountain bike nding, and 
hi ory? f r bio came and ut nd birds Mi ct of 
these activities, however, are Currently wmited to 


the private landowners, although some private 
indowners open their lands for fee hunting 

| the adjoining public lands is 

elatively low, partially Gue to the area s rustic 

ped nature and aiso to thei nited 
iccessibilty. In 1996, there were an estimated 

4.000 recreation user days in the South Fork John 
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Anadromous saimonid habitat on the Wild and Scenic § 
Fork John Day River near the mouth of Deer Creek 
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A 1992 campsite inventory for the South Fork John 
Day River identihed 228 dispersed camp siles, 104 


of wruch are on pubic lands (less than 50°. of tot: 


ampsites). Of the 124 campsites on private lands 

54 are ate . ry pottery’ a) ac aU simon tracts We 
a = “a ~ er . 

Darcei ar Wr) a> t r OS nN M > cat } a sma 


on '* +4 - ter - 
pend ne river DuTered from the sights and 


sounds of the road. Tt S potential acquisition area 
a) , ~ 
ers an excenen Camping opporiunity thal ts rare 


A proposed addition of the Oregon State 
Recreation Trails System wo 
an east-west r 
Murderers Creek drainage 


j } pass thr T ar 


acquisition tract of ule near tv 


Access 


North Fork Jonn Day River Road access to the 
parcels includes a pubhc access easement 
acquired by ODFW along a primitive/araveled road 
following the North Fork from Camas Creek to 
Potamus Creek (17 miles) and private r 
up Jericho, Stony, Hunter, Potamus, Mallory 
Graves, Cabin, and Little Wall Creeks 


16 access 


Audio Mountain. Public 
parcels incluuves the Franks Creek road from 
Dayville, Rudio Creek road from the north 
(currently open to non-motorized travel only), and 
the Dick Creek local access road from the wes! 
The BLM also has an easement from the west via 
Holmes Creek road; this easement is currently 
merpreted to apply to adrwrnistrative use only 


road access to these 


State Scenic Waterways 


Rivers or portions of rivers that an. designated 
Oregon State Scenic Waterways are protected by 
the State of Oregon through a review process 
adrmurnistered by the Oregon Parks and Recreation 
The North Fork of the John Day river 
from RM 20.2 (4 miles above Monument) to RM 76 
(19 miles upstream of Can.as Creek) is designated 
an Oregon State Scenic Waterway and classif'«d 
as an Accessible Natural River Area. The BLM 
could acquire about 12 river miles within the North 
Fork of the John Day River State Scenic Waterway 
This would include approximately 3.840 acres 
within the boundaries of this State Sceni 

Waterw ty corridor 


Depariment 


The South For« of the John Day River from RM 5.7 
to RM 37 is also a designated Oregcn State Scenn 
Naterway and is primarily classified ar: Accessible 
Natural River Area. The BLM could acquire about 4 
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nver miles within the South Fork John Day River 
State Scemic Waterway. This would include 
approxmmmatetly 1.280 acres wittwn the boundanes of 
thus State Scenic Waterway corndor 


Wild and Scenic Rivers 


Five potential acquisition parcels are within the 
South Fork John Day Wild and Scenic River, which 
was designated by the Oregon Omnibus Wild and 
Scenic River Act of 1988. The Act designated the 
47-mile segment trom the Malheur National Forest 
boundary to Smokey Creek as a recreational river 
The law identied certain outstandingly remarkabie 
values and other significant values that must be 
protected and enhanced by the managing agency 
These values include scenic, recreational, 
iishenes, wilditc, geologic, paleontulogical, and 
botanical resources. The entire Wild and Scenic 
portion of the South Fork is adrmunistered by the 
BLM through interagency Cooperation with other 
federal, state, and local government agencies 


In the 1993 draft John Day River Management 
Pian, the BLM identied proposed Wid and Scenic 
River boundaries for the South Fork. After 
considering public comment, the BLM is currently 
developing a new draft of tts management plan 
The BLM ts considering exchanging lands within 
the proposed Wild and Scenic boundary that would 
create a net gain of public nver miles and road 
access. Acquisition of the five parcels could bring 
approximately 1,270 acres of private land into 
public ownership within the Wild and Sconic River 
corndor, including about 4 miles of river access on 
the South Fork with 3.5 miles of public road access 
PuLlic access to the area is now available via a 
gravel road from Dayville and various Forest 
Service roads 


Floodplains 


Approximately 70 acres of potential acquisition 
lanus on the South Fork John Day River are within 
floodplain zones designated by the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). The 
North Fork John Day acquisition area includes 
approximately 218 acres along the river that, 
although not designated as such by FEMA, might 
be considered a floodplain. The 70-acre area 
represents less ‘han one percent of the total 
proposed acquisition lands in the John Day Basin 
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Soils 


Prime or Unique Farmiang The available soil 
survey information on potential acquisiion lands is 
insufficrent to fully determine @ any of the lands are 
prime or unique tarmiands. However, based on the 
critena for qualifying land as prime or unique 
tarmiand including Certain soils and ingation, the 
lands proposed for acquisition are not considered 
to have prime and unique farmlands. Although the 
exchange may include some soil mapping units 
that could be prime or unique farmlands wher 
wngated, the lands have no ingation nghts so they 
do not meet the criteria 


Cultural Resources 


No significant cultural resources are known to 
occur on private lands within the geographic area 
being considered for acquisition. 


Traditional Use Areas. Traditional subsistence 
areas for fisting, hunting, and gathering roots and 
bernes are known for three tributanes of the North 
Fork John Day River within acquisition lands. 
These usual and accustomed areas were used by 
the tribes of the Warm Springs and Umatilla 
reservations, the Columbia River, and the Paiute 


Paleontological Resources 


Some private lands within the geographic area are 
known to contain significant paleontological 
resources; however, none are known to occur on 
private lands proposed for acquisition. 


Timber Resources 


Approximately 88 million board feet (MMBF) of 
commercial size timber is presently on 19,400 
acres of commercial forestlands proposed for 
acquisition along the North Fork John Day River, 
Rudio Mountain, South Fork John Day River, and 
Dixie Creek drainages (Appendix A, Table A-5). 
Forest stands range from small stringers or patches 
of timber (less than 10 acres) to larger stands up to 
900 acres. Commercial trees in the North Fork 
stands have a diameter (OBH) range of 7 to 49 
inches and an average diameter of 12.5 inches. 
This data is based on cruise information obtained 
from private cruisers contracted by Clearwater 
Land Exchange and from field check cruises by 








BLM foresters tor data verification. Data for South 
Fork, Doue Creek, and Rudio Mountain timber 
stands are based on office estrmates and heid 


knowledge 


Most forest stands are located m areas Categorized 
as site class 5. Some of the more tavor able areas 
are Classified as site class 4, and a lesser amount 
(primarily in riparian areas) are site class 3. These 
three site classes have the potential to re-estabiish 
themselves mo major dense stands thal could 
equal more than 25-35 trees per acre in the long 
term 


Livestock Grazing 


Most lands being considered for acquisition are 
uSually grazed every year, some under ‘ease 
arrangements. Generally livestock uSe is heaviest 
in mparian areas or near water developments, and 
least used areas are upland steep siopes. Private 
tracts generally have better access to water 
sources and also more water developments for 
wvestock (such as springs and stock ponds) than 
isolated BLM-adrrurustered tracts 


Based on the approximate acreage being proposed 
for acquisition (68,700 acres in all phases) and 
professional judgment, the predicted livestock 
grazing use would be about 6-15 acres/AUM, or 
4,580-8,587 AUMs 


Public Lands 
Considered for 
Disposal in John 
Day River Basin 


Approximately 54,400 acres of BLM-managed 
public land in the John Day River Basin are pro 
posed for disposal (Appendix A, Tables A-1a and A 
1b). These lands are in Grant. Wheeler, Umatilla 
and Morrow Counties, and scattered in 419 
parcels, ranging in size from 10 acres to 2.320 
acres. Of the total parcels, 323 (77%) are 80 acres 
or less; and further, 244 (56%) are 40 acres or less 


Resources on Public 
Lands Identified for 
Potential Disposal in 
John Day River 
Basin 


Vegetation 
Forestlands 


The John Day Basin potential disposal lands 
include approximately 11,170 acres of forested 
lands on apprommately 180 parcels, which are 
scattered throughout Grant County, southwestern 
Umatilia County, southern Morrow County, and 
northeastern Wheeler County 


Principal forest cover types are ponderosa pine and 
mixed conifers. About 40 percent of the forested 
lands identitied for potential disposal are typical 
south slope stands dominated by ponderosa pine in 
the overstory and Douglas fir in the understory 
Approximately 15 percent are lower elevation, 
gently sloped areas almost exclusively in 
ponderosa pine. The mixed conifer timber types 
are in two categones, about 30 percent are 
dominated by a ponderosa pine/Dougias fir 
overstory with a white fir understory, and 
apprommately 15 percent contain primarily Douglas 
fw and wiwte fir in both the overstory and the 
understory 


Large Tree Component Approximately 6.426 

acres of BLM-adrurustered forestiands identified for 
disposal in the John Day Basin contain large trees 
This acreage represents 57 percent of the total 
forested acres considered for disposal im the John 
Day Basin. Density of large trees on these 
forestiands vanes from stand to stand, ranging from 
2 to 25 trees per acre and gonerally averaging 
between 5 and 9 trees per acre 


Rangelands 


Vegetation on public rangeland tracts considered 
for disposal 1s stular to that on private range lands 
considered for acquisition. Most tracts are upland 
sites, few ate floodplain or benchiand areas 

Tracts are generally small in size (most less than 
150 acres), intermingied, and surrounded by 
private lanris 
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Table 3-10. Fish Habitat on Public Lands Considered for Disposal in John Day Basin. 
Drainage Subbasin Tract Disposal Chinook Steelhead Bull Redband Cutthroat 
and Stream No Miles Saimon Trout Trout Trout Trout 
Upper John Day 
’ * ; . G 3 02 x x x 
; » G-218 D2 x x x 
? . (>-197 4 x x x 
. G-167 3 x x 
» G +c *B . 2 ¥ x 
x G- 150A : x x 
» G-143 0.7 x x 
Or G-1338 7 x x 
vy Rowe G- 1368 0.1 x x 
Fork John Day G-430 02 x 
- ("" ‘+ G 276 0 q x 
. G-261 06 x 
. G 260 Vo ¥ 
} miota 42 
Upper Crooked River 
Prk Beaver Creek G-230 7 x 
G 234 (04 
«0 3) 
Or G-235 03 x 
ho 7 ts 7 3 
Middle Fork John Day 
A rk Jol Vay G34 O6 x x x x 
G-703 (04 seasonal winter 
+02) rearing) habitat) 
} tek (5 2h 7 0 3 x x 
> ’ 7 ts 09 
North Fork John Day 
tonwood Creek G-64 16 x x 
G-70 11403 
G-170° 07") 
Soueaw Creek’ G@113.° 15 7 a 
120.° (C4 08 
137° , 0 9 
} © Teen UNM eit 0 3 x x 
Camas Creek UNM.70 005 x x x 
Wilkens Creek UN-57 005 x ¥ 
mipe Creek trit UN.54 0.05 . x 
Subbasin Tota 3.55 
Total Miles 9.95 065 6 65 0 60 9.95 0.60 
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Table 3-11. Non-Fish Bearing Streams on Public Lands Considered for Disposal in 











John Day Basin. 
Subbasin Perennial Non- Total Miles (Perennial 
Stream Miles Perennial and Non-Perennial 
Stream Miles 
Upper John Day 42 535 57.7 
Lower John Day 0.0 19 19 
Middle Fork John Day 0.0 35 35 
North Fork John Day 05 270 275 
Totals 47 85.9 90.6 
Riparian/Wetland Areas tracts in the Spray-Kimberly-Monument area is 


The potential disposal tracts have approximately 15 
miles of perennial streams and associated riparian 
habitat, including both fish and non-fish bearing 
strearns (Tables 3-10 and 3-11). Riparian 
communities on disposal tracts often are in poor 
condition. In most cases, these nparian habitats 
are difficult to manage because they are smal 
(usually less than 0.35 miles) and are surrounded 
by private land. Some tracts have riparian habitats 
in fair Of good Condition, bul these are still difficult 
tu access and subject to outside infiuences that 
complicate efforts by the BLM to actively manage 
them 


Special Status Plant Species 


No special status plants have been found on BLM 
disposal tracts to date; however, one Track ing 
Species was found: Nevius’ criaenactis 
(chaenactis nevi). Almost 1,500 plants were ob 
served in populations ranging from 5 to “hundreds” 
at 10 separate locations, mostly in the Monument 
and Dayville areas. The populations were found on 
red and white barren ash deposits, generally in 
areas heavily impacted by livestock grazing 


All species found during the inventones are 
expected to be present on at least some of the 
tracts yet to be inventoried. in addition, arrowleal 
thelypody was found at two locations on private 
land adjacent to inventoried tracts; this species is 
also known from at least two tracts near Kimberly 
that are proposed for disposal, bul do not have 
cormnplete inventories. Further inventory of the 


expected to identify additional populations of this 
Bureau Sensitive species. All surveys will be 
complete before the final EIS and Record of 
Decision are published 


Wildlife and Fisheries 
Wildlife Habitat 


Wiiditte habitat on public lands considered for 
disposal in the John Day Basin is relatively simi lar 
to that described in the previous section for 
potential acquisition areas. Major habitat 
components include juniper steppe, sagebrush 
steppe, and coniferous forest representative of the 
Bive Mountains and High Lava Plains Provinces 


Most potential disposal lands are isolated from 
other public lands and, except for some of the 
coniferous forest type, have relatively similar 
habitat as adjacent private lands. This similarity is 
attributed to both public and private lands having 
similar land uses on riparian, sagebrush-steppe. 
and juniper steppe habitat types. The difference for 
the coniferous forest habitat types is that, in many 
cases, the public lands have not been logged 
whereas adjaceni private lands have been logged 


Widitte use of all habitats, except the coniferous 
forest type, is assumed to be the same across 
jurisdictional boundaries. This assurnption has 
been documented using wildiife species 
assessments of the parcels considered for 
disposal. Coniferous forest types in later seral 
Stage are expected to have a higher species 
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Parcel #€G150A Approximately 100 acres of old-growth forest habitat is within this 600-acre proposed d:isposa/ parce! 
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3, a 40-acre proposed disposal tract near Long Creek. does not have public access 
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Parce! #G231. a 240-ac.@ proposed disposal parce! contams a scattering of large Ponderosa Pine and Dowolas ¢ 


some aspen and juniper 


Mile 37 are within loodplain zones designated by Paleontological Resources 
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Timber Resources 


Apprommately 11.170 acres of commercia 
forestiand having roughly 83 mulhon board feet 
(MMBF) of commercial trmber volume are among 
the potential disposal lands im the John Day Basin 
(Append A, Table A -5 and Maps 1.2 and 3 
Jolumes were Getermunecd frorn crusse Gata anc 
previous BLM inventory recorcs. Fores 
inge from 1 acre t) approxmnately 300 acres in 


size, with the average forest stand being 30 to 35 


acres. Some trnber stands cover only portions of a 


specie SLM parcel, with timber mainly present in 
€ draws and draimage bottoms. Generally, these 
forested stands are located on site class 5 areas 
which are dry sites usually located long distances 


trom streams, rivers, and wel areas 


*? 


’4 st th >* ‘ ‘T Ts rt a forest anc tra ts nave 


res , , ares cts ’ a) the C st Douglas fir wi? te ti. 
™ , = 
types are starting to Gormwnate the areas hal were 
. —. i” a? © ‘oh , > -« 
neavily ,0e0 in general, Nowever, the pas 


sagged areas are maintaining thei mixed conwer 


status of ponderosa pine. Douglas fir. and wivte fir 


Livestock Grazing 


Lands considered for disposa! imnciude 11¢ 


~r sas rv ory 
’ ere x ely 6.324 


’ iments perm ted 
AUMs. Most of these allotments are categorized 
1s Custodial, meaning they are unienced, sma 
tracts that are intermingled with much larger 
acreages on non-BLM rangelands. Livestock 
uSually graze these tracts about one montin each 
year, which is a lighter use level than recent history 
There are few or no water developments for 
vestock on the potential disposal lands 


Description of 
Umatilla River Basin 


Introduction 


The Umatilla River Basin encompasses 
approximately 1.5 mulhon acres between the Jonn 
Day Basin and the Columbia River/V ington 
state line, extending from the Bive Mountains 
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roposed for exchange. Other localities “ave 
‘ 


westward across Umatilla and Morrow countes 
and into Gdham County (Figure 1-2) 


Withun the Umatidia Basin are portions of two 
physiographuc provinces: Blue Mountain and 
Columtia River (described at beginning of Chapter 
3). See Figure 1-3 


Most of the Umatilia River Basin is privately owned 
(Figure 3-4). Almost 40 percent of the basin is 
managed by Federal agencies (BLM and USFS 
primarily the U.S. Forest Service. Only a fraction of 
the lands are managec by the State. The tribal 
lands are those within the boundaries of the 
Umatilia indian Reservation 


Geology/Water/Soils/Air 


Multiple tiows of lava known as the Columbia River 
basait underte nearly all of the Umatilla River 
Basin. Older volcanic, sedimentary. and 
metamorphuc rocks are exposed along the crest of 
the Biue Mountains. Sedimentary deposits cover 
the basalt throughout much of the basin. Alluvium 
denosited by modern rivers and streams is 
common in valleys and floodplains, and windbiow 
silts and fine sands cover large areas upsiope from 
the alluvium 


Mountains stretch along the basin's southern and 
eastern boundarnes. The mountainous topography 
consists of rugged Nils, mountains, and plateaus 


Figure 3-4. Land Ownership in Umatilla Basin. 





Privately owned 


e Federal 


Pe 


Umatilla indan Reservaton 


State of Oregon 











Cut by streams, often forming Geep and steep-sided 
canyons. The plateau sloping northward trom the 
Bive Mountains to the Columbia River ranges from 
moderately rolling to flat. Elevations range from 
less than 300 feet on tre Columbia River, to around 
3,000 feet at the toe of the mountains, and 6,000 


feet at its highest mountain point. 


The Umatilla River drains the major portion of the 
basin, rising on the west slope of the Bive 
Mountains east of Pendieton and flowing about 115 
miles to its confluence with the Cc‘umbia at the 
town of Umatilia. Other major streams draining 
significant portions of the basin are the Walla Walia 
River in the northeast and Willow Creek in the 
southwest. 


Annual precipitation ranges from less than 10 
inches in a band along the Columbia River, to 45 
inches in the Biue Mountains. Annual temperatures 
for the lower elevation areas average about 50 


degrees 


The Umatilia Basin has four general soil 
Classification groups: 
¢ Sandy droughty soils in old alluvial deposits 
These soils display a high hazard for wind 
erosion and a slight hazard for water erosion 
e Well-drained, windblown silt sovls that mantie 
slopes, with textures ranging from very stony 
loam to silt loam. These sols display a 


Figure 3-5. Ownership of Forestlands in Umatilla 
Basin (Source OWRD 1/988. Umatilla Basin Report) 
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Federal - USFS (186.251 acres) 
Federa! - BLM (2.012 acres) 
Tribal Lands (17,000 acres) 
Oregon State (1.000 acres) 
Privately owned (168.000 acres) 
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noderate haZa7s for wind erosion and a high 
azard for water erosion 

¢ Well-dramed soils on upiitied, folded, and 
Grssecied ndgetops and s.2ep slopes. with 
textures ranging from stony silt-ioam to silty 
Clay loam. These soils display a high hazard 
for water erosion 

° Well-drained, soils on gently sloping plateaus 
and ndgetops, as well as very steep hulisiopes 
formed cf upiified basalt with some ash 
deposits. The texture of these soils range 
from very Cobbly sift loam to loam. These 
souls Cisplay a moderate to tgh hazard for 
water erosion 


Air Quality in the basin's northern portion of the 
basin is occasionally affected due to susceptibility 
of sandy soils to wind erosion. Blowing soil is known 
to reduce visibility along Interstate Highway 84 


Vegetation 


Forestlands 


The Umatilla Basin encompasses approximately 
374,000 acres of forested lands for all ownerships 
About 2,000 acres (less than 0.05%.) is managed 
by BLM (Figure 3-5). Most of the basin's forestiand 
iS Managed by the Forest Service or is under 
private ownerstup (50°. and 45%. respectively) 


The BLM-managed forestiands are scattered on 28 
separate parcels. Most are isolated from other 
public lands; and many of the parcels have forest 
health concerns, in varying degrees, from 
overstocking of young trees to severe mortality 


Considering all ownerships in the basin, Douglas fir 
is the principal forest cover on these forestiands 
There are small amounts of western larch, 
ponderosa pine, grand fir, and lodgepole pine 
Generally, the grand fir and lodgepole pine grow at 
intermediate elevations with the Douglas-fir type. 
the ponderosa pine type is at lower elevations, and 
the Engelmann spruce-subalpine fir type grows at 
higher elevations 


Young grand fir dominates some sites that have 
been harvested and had fire excluded, and 
lodgepole pine favors areas subjected to intense 
wildfires 


Large Tree Component: Of the forestlands in the 
Umatilla Basin managed by BLM, approximately 
1038 acres have large trees. This acreage is a 
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enor component of the Dasim Compared to the 


eace wittun Natona!l Forests and m orwate 


Rangelands 


Much of the Umatdia Basin has sandy sols, wruch 
we Gormwnated by shrub-grassiands. The potentia 
natve vecetaton consists of a sparse overstory of 
" Deg Sagebrush or antelope Ditierbrusnh and an 
terstory of needie-and-thread or DiveDunch 
vforass. Fords are munor components of these 


ete =e Nits 


the Colurmtna Plateau, the potental native 

etation «s true grassiand. Bivebunch 
wheatgrass, Idaho fescue, and Sandberg bivegrass 
re Gormwnant, there are few shrubs. Herbaceous 
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Riparian/Wetland Areas 


lew ‘ ~ \ , \- ) ~ hm 
"a? > Basmsr rmner c mor a ng ne 


re \ 
mba and Umatilla Rivers, there are sizable 
wetlands some of whch may be augmented Dy 
ngaton in the area. For other information on 
rpanan’ wetland areas applicable tc a! basins. see 
the general basin description in the John Day Basin 


section 


Columbia Basin Shrub-Steppe 


The Columbia Basin shrub-tteppe vegetative type 
e covered vast areas of Umatilla and Morrow 
untes in Oregon, as well as sizable parts of 
Washington state This type consists of nearly 
evel to moderately rolling grassiangs with some 
scatterec shrubs, Drushy Graws., and streams 
bordered by trees and rim-rocks 
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The steppe has three relatively distinct vegetation 
communes 
Big sagebrush/Dunchgrass 
Antelope Ditterbrush/needie-and-thread 
Biuebunch wheatgrass grassiands 


Basin big Sagebrush is the major shrub species: 
amelope DitterDrush is another mmportant shrub 
important grasses imciude Divebunch wheatgrass. 
idaho fescue, and needie-and-thread. Most plant 
communes have varying amounts of cheatgrass 


Souls in the Columbia shrub-steppe habitat are 
sandy. loamy sands, or sandy loams. Dune type 
topography Ss extwhited m some areas, especially 
where soils are very sandy and vegetation is 
sparse or non-exstent 


Over the years, much of the area that had 
Columbia Basin shrub-steppe has been converied 
to agricultural production. The Hermiston-irrigon- 
Boardman area is predominantly used for irngating 
a vanety of agncultural crops Gue to easy 
availability of water from the Colurnbia River. This 
tri-city area «Ss Continually growing. Farther away 
trom the river, large acreages are dryland farmed 
primarily for wheat. Other sizable acreages once in 
Columbia Basin shrub-steppe have been converted 
to urban, industrial, and rural residential uses 


As a result of these various uses, relatively little 
Columbia Basin shrub-steppe remains (Figure 3-6) 
with percentages of remaimung shrub-steppe 
ranging from less than 1 percent for bitterbrush 


Figure 3-6. Historic and Current Acreage of 
Columbia Shrub-steppe Grasslands in Umatilla 
Basin 











needie and thread to almost 50 percent of big 
sagebrush/bunchgrass. The remaimung shrub- 
steppe is in scatiered small-to-medium size 
parcels, and some is in poor Condition Gue to past 
lwestock grazing practices. Native grasses have 
been replaced by cheaigrass, other annual 
grasses, and weeds 


During approximatoly the past 10 years, 
considerable acreage of dryland farm ground was 
placed under the Conservation Reserve Program. a 
federal program admunistered by the Natural 
Resources Conservation Service (formerly Soil 
Conservation Service) to provide incentive to 
protect the integrity of fragile soils. The program 
required discontinuance of farming for a specied 
time and seeding of fields to a grass mixture 
Although many of these seedings have established 
and been successful in accomplishwng ther 
purpose of soi protection, these areas were 
seeded with non-native grasses and forbs and are 
no longer true Columbia Basin shrub-steppe 


Wildlife and Fisheries 
Wildlife Habitat 


The two major wildife habitat types im the Umatilla 
Basin are coniferous forestiands and rangelands 

olumbia Basin shrub-steppe/grassiands. Much of 
these two habitat types have been affected by past 
vestock grazing practices, agricultural ‘urban 
conversion has also aflected much of the shrub- 
steppe 
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Widite species typically associated with coniferous 
forestlands are listed m the John Day Basin 

section. Aelative species use of three hab‘tat types 
thal are prormunent in the Columtua Basin Province 
iS shown o7 Table 3-12 


Some vertebrate widite speces Commonly 
nabiting the Umatilla Basin Guring part or all of 
thew ite cycies are 


Ampnhituans: Long-toed salamander, western 
toad, and Pacific tree frog. 


Reptiles’ Western tence lizard. sagebrush 
uzard, shorn-horned lizard, wandering garter 
snake, gopher snake, western rattlesnake 
and parvied turtie 


Birds Northern harner, red-taiied hawk 
short-eared owl, western meadowlark 
horned- lark, mourning dove, common 
mighthawk, Brewer's sparrow, barn swallow 
and green-tailied towhee 


Varmnmals: Long-eared myotis, little brown 
myots, Mountain Cottontail, black-tailed 
ackrabbit, Tow~send’s ground squirrel 
northern pocket gopher, bush-talled woodrat 
sagebrush vole, long-tavlied weasel, badger 
mule Geer, and coyote. 


For a list of species that inhabit the old-growth 
habitat in the Umatilla River Basin, see the John 
Day section 





Table 3-12. Usage 


Levels of Selected Communities 


ularly Used by Native 


Species of Herptiles, Birds, and Mammals in the Columbia Basin Province. ' 








Species Type Total Using Sagebrush Riparian Marsh 

Type Province Steppe Areas Areas 

Columbia Bas 1 Province 

He ptiles 25 70% 27% 27% 

Birds 215 20% 40°. 40% 

Marmmais 58 47% 31% 31% 
Total 298 





E acludes irregular and accidental specres 
~— “Tt e Pu My 1993 
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Rangelands mierspersed with wetiand/rparian 
areas provide more suttable habdats tor most 
species, even those found m more and 
environments such as burrowing owls. loggerhead 
shnkes, Sage sparrows, and sage thwashers 
Although typically occupying only small 
percentages of the total landscape. mpanan 
wetland areas are used by widide at a much fgher 
rate than adjacent uplands. The tugher utility rate 

{ the npanan/wetiands ts due to the presence of 
Jepencable water, the woody vertical structure that 

tten develops. thew Grver-e plant Composition. a 

nirnved greeness through the growing season. 

ind an abundant imsect fe associated with these 
reas 


Special Status Wildlife 
Species 


Wiiditte species of concern that mhabat Colurntua 
Basin Shrub-Steppe habitat are 

Short-horned lizard 

Northern sagebrush lizard 

Wastwngton ground squirrel 

Pygmy rabbit 

VWinite-taded jackrabbit 


tsird species of concern inhabiting Columbia Basin 
Shrub-Steppe are 

Grasshopper sparrow 

Oregon vesper sparrow 

Long-dilled curlew 

Burrowing owl 

Upland sandpiper 

Loggerhead shrike 


The upland sandpiper, Washington ground squirrel 
pygmy rabbit, and white-tailed jackrabbit are either 
uncommon or rare. Short-horned lizards can be 
found in areas of sandy sor 


Species of concern in nparian/wetiand areas are 
Amphibians any Repties Spotted frogs. 
painted turtle, tailed frog, western toad, and 
woodhouse toad 


Spec's of concern in forested areas are 
Birds: Vaux's swift, great gray owl, Lewis 
woodpecker, and American pine marten 


Also, see Append B. Table B-3, for a list of special 
status species known or thought to occur in the 
NOALE area 
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Fisheries 


The Columtua River basin contains anadromous 
fish runs. The Umatilla and Walla Walla nvers are 
Mid-Columbia tributanes with anadromous fish 
runs. Willow Creek, another major Columbia 
tributary m ths basin formerly had anadromous fish 


but no longer does as a result of hydropower/ 
wngatcn Gams 


Fish species inhabiting these rivers are 
Columbia River ang its Umatie inbutanes 
Rambow trout 
Bull trout 
Summer steelhead trout 
Spring chinook salmon 


Walla Walla River 
Rainbow trout 
Bull trout 
Summer steelhead 


Willow Creek and its tributanes 
Rambow trout 


Special Status Fish Species 


Three special status fish species occur, or 
potentially occur, in the Umatilla Basin: “he bull 
trout (Proposed Threatened), the Mid-Columbia 
steelhead trout (Proposed Threatened), and the 
margined sculpin. information specific to the listing 
Status of the two trout species is included in the 
John Day general basin description 


The margined sculpin (Coffus marginatus), a State 
of Oregon sensitive species, inhabits the Walla 
Walla Fiver, Umatilla River, and Willow Creek This 
species does not occur on BLM-managed lands in 
either Umatilla River or Willow Creek, but has been 
found in both the South and North Fork Walla Walla 
River, likely on BLM-managed lands (Jim Pheips. 
ODFW Biologist, pers. comm. 1997). The BLM is 
considering future acquisition of some land 
adjacent to parce! UM40, along the North Fork 
Walla Walla River 


Cultural Resources 


Occupation of the Colurnbia Plateau area dates 
from 12,000 years ago, when highly mobile. 
foraging groups hunted large game and utilized a 
broad array of resources found in the region 








During thousands of years that followed, 
subsistence strategies and community settlement 
shifted towara more specialized and complex 
patterns. People emphasized procurement of 
rehable and storable resources, such as 
anadromous fish and an impressive suite of edible 
roots, bernes, and industrial and medicinal plants 
A semi-sedentary pattern emerged for winter 
community occupation along mayor rivers and 
lowlands;small independent groups dispersed or 
congregated to secure resources when they 
became seasonally available in the plateaus and 
uplands. Many tribes gathered at locations of 
resource aburcance for events such as root 
festivals, intenor fish runs, or Communal game 
drives. These traditional economic, social and land 
use patterns were dramatically altered during the 
recemt historic period. 


Historic records indicate the Umatilla Basin was 
mostly utilized by the Umatilla, Cayuse, Walia 
Walla, and Tenino tribes. Winter camps were 
located on rivers and drainages from the foothills to 
the Columbia River; mountainous regions were 
important for fishing, hunting, root gathering, raw 
material procurement and travel. Cultural 
resources refiecting these land uses would be 
multiple occupation lithic scatters with features, 
small task specific lithic sites, pithouse villaces, 
rock structures (such as Cairns, pits, walls or 
monuments), rock art, quarry locations. trails, and 
spiritual sites 


Beginning with Lewis and Clark's expedition down 
‘ye Columbia River in 1804, EuroAmerican 
explorers and fur traders mainianed economic 
relations with the tribes of the region during the 
early 19th century. From the 1840s to 1860s, 
emigrants traveled ‘he Oregon Trail across the 
Umatilla plains, heading to the Willamette Valley 
Settiers later took up land claims for towns, 
homesteads, cattle and sheep ranches, and farm: 
Rail and river transportation, coupled with irrigation 
projects, facilitated the expansion of the wheat, 
agricultural and logging industry important today in 
the Umatilla Basin. Representative historic sites 
for the basin are the remains of wagon tras, 
emigrant camps, homesteads, livestock driveways. 
agricu"ural features and logging carnps 
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Tragiional Use: in 1855, treaties were executed 
and subsequently ratified with the Umatilla, Walla 
Walla, Cayuse, Tenino, and Nez Perce. These 
tribes and the Northern Paiute have current and 
traditional Cultural interests mm the region. 


Paleontological Resources 


Geological formations in the Umatilla River Basin 
preserve a nich record of mammalian faunas 
representing middie and late Cenozoic time. trom 
the Pleistocene age, back about 15 million years to 
the middie Miocene. That interval witnessed major 
landscape and climatic Changes and a continuously 
Changing array of vertebrate faunas. Mammalian 
tauna represented in the fossil record on BLM- 
administered lands includes Miocene norses. 
rhinos, pec canes, camels, beavers, and highly 
diverse rodents, and other small mammals. There 
are wide arrays of locales providing vertebrate 
associations, bit most are geographically 
scattered, which hinders stratification to establish 
thei penod of occurrence. 


A ‘ew areas along the crest of the Blue Mountains 
in Morrow County have potential for scientifically 
significamt fossils. These areas have Herron, 
Ciarno, end John Day formations exposed a’ the 
surface. A west to east band of Tertiary age and 
younger sediments with some known 
paleon*ological sites are also exposed along the 
Umatilla bench 


Socioeconomics 


The population of the Umatilla Basin is 
concentrated in the cities of Pendieton and 
Hermiston and nearby areas. Numerous srialier 
towns and villages are scattered throughu st the 
basin, including Milton-Freewater, Boardman, and 
Heppner. T' ere is a relatively high density of rural 
homes and tarms in the lower Umatilia Valley and 


adjacent area. 


Agriculture and ranching represent a large part of 
the economy in the Umatilla Basin: other activities 
important to the area's economy are railroad 
transporiation, barge traffic and water-related 
recreation on the Columbia, food processing; and 
ligM industry. The Umatilla Army Depot is another 
important economic factor. 
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Private Lands 
Considered for 
Acquisition in 
Umatilla River Basin 


To date, one parce! of apprommately 840 acres of 
private land along the North Fork Walia Walla River 
n the Umatilla River Basin has been identified for 
shemtial acquisition by BLM in future transactions 
(Append A, Table A-2). To acquire thus property 
the BLM must exchange several parcels mm ttws 
vicinity. These parcels have been identified as 
retention parcels in Afternative 3. Therefore. if this 
alternative is selected, the BLM would forgo ths 
cQGuisition. Because thws pruperty is im future 
transactions, feild inspections have not been done 


Resources on 
Potential Acquisition 
Lands in Umatilla 
River Basin 


Vegetation 


Forestiands 


ccording to U.S. Geological Survey maps 
apprommately 450 acres of the potential acquisition 
lands in the Umatilla Basin are forestiands 
Forested areas include the steep north slopes 
above the North Fork Walla Walla Rivor, as well as 
some side drainages. The major species on 
potential acquisition lands is Douglas-fir, with some 
white fr and spruce. Pondercsa pine may be 
expected in south facing side draws. Forest stands 
range between 10 and 95 a’res, the average stand 
size 1s 32 acres 


Large Tree Component: No site-specif~ inventory 
has been done because the area is in future 
transactions. However, large trees are vresent on 
nearby BLM managed parcels and are likely to 
occur on the potential acquisition lands as we 
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Rangelands 


Rangelands occupy steep, south-facing slopes 
above the North Fork Walla Walla River. The major 
grass species ts bluebunch wheatgrass, except on 
the more northerly aspect slopes wich are 
dormnated by idaho fescue. Rangeland acreage 
on the potential acquisition property totals 
apprommately 390 acres 


Riparian/Wetland Areas 


The potential acquisition area in the Umatilia Basin 
includes approximately 2.5 miles of the North For’ 
Walia Walla River, 0.5 mile river frontage on one 
side, and 3.6 miles of intermittent side Grainacges 
The streamside riparian acreage totals 
approximately 17 acres 


Special Status Plant Species 


Because the potential acquisition area is in future 
transactions, no information is available on the 
presence of Special Status Plants 


Wildlife and Fisheries 


Wildlife Habitat (including Special 
Status Species) 


The potential acquisition area has a mixture of 
forest, range, and riparian habitats. Species 
expected to inhabil these areas include elk, deer 
bear, cougar, grouse, and a variety of songbirds 


Lewis woodpecker, preated woodpecker, and 
American pine marten are special status species 
that could be expected to inhabit potential 
acquisition areas in the Umatilla Basin (Appendix 
B. Table B-3) 


Fisheries (Including Special Status 
Species) 


Steelhead and bull trout are important fish species 
know to OCcur in the North Fork Walla Walla River 
Both species are proposed Threatened Species 
under the Endandered Species Act 








Recreation 


The acquisition lands being considered im the 
Umatilla Basin have potential for several dispersed 
recreational opportunites, mctuding frstung 
hunting, hilung, and sightseerng 


Access Legal access to the east of the potential 
acquisition lands 1s by trad from the adja cent 
Umatilla National Forest. From the west, vetucie 
access iS via a road up | ve river, however, tfws 6 
not legal access and 1s uSually precluded by a 
locked gate 


Visual Resources 


The potential acquisition property may rate as 
Visual Resource Management Class !! due to its 
variety of landform and the presence of the river 
(Ses giossary for general management guidelines 
of VAM classes.) 


Soils 


Soils on the potential acquisition property are 
expected to be similar to those on nearby BLM 
managed parcels, whch are mostly shallow with a 
high or moderate-to-tgh erosion potential 


Cultural Resources 


Although no site-specific information is availabie, 
the U.S. Geological Survey map indicates at least 
four buildings of unknown Condition or historical 
sigrvfiicance exist on the property 


Paleontological Resources 


No site-specific information is available 


Timber Resources 


The acreage and volurne of commercial forests on 
potential acquisition lands in the Umatilla Basin are 
unknown at this time. Timber cruises will be 
completed and available prior to making decisions 
on ths acquisition 
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Livestock Grazing 


i tS presumed that the potential acquisition 
property ss grazed by lwestock, the miensity 
season of use. and management system of wiuct 
are unknown. Mowever, assurtung an average of 8 
acres per AUM. the property would be capable of 
producing 105 AUMs of lwestock forag’ 


Public Lands 
Considered for 
Disposal in Umatilla 
River Basin 


Apprommately 7.157 acres of BLM-managed lands 
in the Umatilla River Basin are proposed for 
disposal (Append A, Tables A-1a and A-1b). This 
land «Ss scatiered in 69 parcels, ranging in size from 
5 acres to 2.796 acres in Umatilla and Morrow 
Countes 


Resources on 
Potential Disposal 
Lands in Umatilla 
River Basin 


Vegetation 


Reter to the Resource Assessment in Appendix A 
(Table A-7) for vegetative types and acreages by 
specific parcel 


Forestlands 


The Umatilia Basin potential disposal lands 
identified to date include approximately 707 acres 
of forested lands on 21 parcels. Of this acreage 
about 324 acres have been harvested and are in 
early-to-1md seral stage of development. Although 
Douglas-fir is the dominant coniferous species on 
forestiands in the basin as a whole, the BLM. 
adrrunistered lands proposed for disposal are at 
lower elevations which are predominantly forested 
with Ponderosa pine 


Final EIS 


1998 -79 











Chapter 3 - Affected Environment 


Four types are represented on the potential 
G:sposal parcels 
Ponderosa pine - On 280 low elevation acres 
on south aspects and ndgetops. Juniper and 
Douglas-fir may be encroaching on some of 
these sites 


Douglas-fir - On 96 acres in three stands on 
low elevation north aspects along very steep 
areas of the North Fork Walla Walla River 
Other species present include wivte fir and 
spruce 


Wtute fr -On 130 acres of the North Fork 
Walla Walla River drainage. Stand compo 


sition also includes Engiemann spruce. 
Douglas fir, and western larch. 


Mixed conifer - On lower elevations along 
streams on 201 acres. These stands include 
white fir, Douglas tir, Englemann spruce, 
western larch, and minor amounts of 
ponderosa pine 


Large Tree Component: Approximately 424 
acres on 14 BLM-admunistered forested 
parcels identified to date for disposal in the 
Umatilia Basin contain large trees at various 
stocking levels (Append A, Table A-5). This 
acreage represents 55 percent of BLM's 
forested lands having large trees in the basin. 
Species composition by acreage on this 
forested acreage is as follows 


Ponderosa pine 151 acres 
Douglas-fir 71 acres 
White fir 90 acres 
Mixed conifer 112 acres 


(Reter to the Resource Assessment in Appendia A. 
Table A-7 for large tree acreage on specific 
parcels.) 


Rangelands 


Thus section primarily addresses the 24 potential 
disposal parcels in the Umatilla Basin likely to be 
used for agricultural production and industrial, rural 
residential or other similar uses after the exchange 
(Appendm A, Table A-6) 


Agricultural use is Currently occurring on three 
parcels (M26, M28, and UM32) under a land use 
perrmt, this use prosumably would continue under 
private ownership. Of the remaining 21 parcels, 16 
have never been farmed and the vegetation 
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present 1s “natural.” Vegetation on most of these 
parcels, especially those near Herrrusion, is 
primarily sagebrush-cheatgrass. Most parcels also 
have some remnant bluebunch wheatgrass and 
needie-and-thread grass. A very few, most notably 
UM20 and the untarmed portion of M26, have 
relatrvely good stands of natrve perennial grasses. 
UM17 and 16 also have relatively imact rangeland 
Communes. 


Portions of fve parcels (UM36-38, UM64, and 
UM75) were previously farmed, but thus use was 
discontinued some years ago. Two parcels (UM64 
and 75) were not seeded 2nd were allowed to 
revegetate naturally, vegetation on these two 
parcels 1s primarily Cheatgrass and other annual 
species. Relatively small portions of these two 
parcels were farmed. The re maining three parcels 
(UM36-38) were seeded to grass along with 
adjormwng private land in accordance with 
Conservation Reserve Program requirements. 


Riparian/Wetland Areas 


The potential disposal tracts identified to date in the 
Umatilla Basin have apprommately 9 miles of 
perennial strearns, including both fish and non-fish 
bearing, and 36-63 acres of associated riparian 
habitat. (Tables 3-13 and 3-14). 


In addition, one potential disposal site (UM35) has 
an estimated 15 acres of wetland that was created 
largely by beavers. This area equates to 
approximately 40 acres of nparian/wetiand 
vegetation, or less than 0.6 percent of the acreage 
proposed for disposal. Refer to the Resource 
Assessment in Appendix A (Table A-7) for a list of 
parcels that have strearns and associated riparian 
zones 


Many of these riparian areas are in poor Condition 
due to past livestock grazing practices along 
strearns. These areas are difficult to manage due 
to their small size, short reaches, and lack of 
access 


Five parcels (UM40 and 43-46) are examples of 
forested parcels dissected by streams. The 
riparian zone of UM40, located on the North Fork of 
the Walla Walla River, is below its potential due to 
trampling and heavy grazing by livestock; this 
parcel also has a road passing through #. Tracts 
UM43, 44, and 46, all located on very steep slopes. 
are in relatively good Condition and near their 
potential. Five other forested tracts (UM10-13 and 
39) have small stream reaches and associated 


nmpanan zones 
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Table 3-13. Fish Habitat on Public Lands Considered for Disposal in Umatilla Basin. ' 








Drainage Tract No. Disposal Chinook Steelhead Bull Rainbow 
Subbasin and Miles Saimon __—‘Trout Trout Trout 
Stream 
Umatilla 
EF. Butter UM10 0.1 x x 
Columbia 
Jumper Canyon UM35/75 230 Histonc? 
Willow/Columbia 
Sperry M8 0.25 Histonc? 
Sawmill M12 0.02 x 
Subbasin Total 0.27 
Walla Walla 
North Fork Walla 
Walla UM40 05 Historic x x x 
North Fork Walla 
Walla UM 45 0.30 x 
North Fork Walla 
Walla UM43,44,46 1.15 
South Fork Walla 
Walla UM69 0.01 Historic x x x 
Subbasin Total 1.86 
Total 6.76 0.41 0.41 1.07 





' Willow Creek and Walla Walia River flow into the Coturntna River but are inctuded im Umatilia Basin for analysis purposes mm ths £15 








Table 3-14. Non-Fish Bearing Streams on Public Lands Considered for Disposal in 
Umatilla Basin.’ 








Subbasin vrerennial Stream Non-Perennial Total Miles 
Miles Stream Miles (Perennial and Non- 
Perennial) 
Umatilla River 0.30 2.80 3.10 
Walla Walla River 1.30 1.15 245 
Columbia River 2.50 2.00 450 
Witlow Creek 0.25 0.25 
Totals 4.35 5.95 10.30 





Witilow Creek and Walla Walla River flow into the Colurntya River but are included in the Umatilia Basin for analysis purposes in thus 
E's 
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Columbia Basin Shrub Steppe 


most of the BLM-admurustered 
ind parcels considered for disposa! Nad 
:9es in Columbia Basin shrub-steppe or 
vegetatior dayne ely 5.200 acres 
bia Basin shrub 
pe grassiand ecotype. Currently. only 100 
‘ these parcels retain the major plant 
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ve th © the C 6 


mately 5.100 
or é er . } nation Among tne 
d condition ts UM19 (40 acres) on 


J 
) 
North Service Butte. which contains native shrut 


ne vegetation such as basin Dig sagebDrusn 
yet unchn wheatgrass, idaho fescue, and neecie 
j thread grass. UM17 (40 acres) is st 
ted by native grassiand-Diveduncn 
t J Sandberg’s bluegrass. On UM20 
160 acres) in Warner Butte. remnants of native 
mi mMmmMunite in De found on portions of the 


Other parcels, primarily the uplands along the 
umbia River, nave been severely degraded 
n these parcels are very sandy and 
jormnated by a cheatgrass understory, a Basin big 
agebrush overstory. and an abundance of non- 
ve species. Among the parcels that have | 
most of thei native vegetation are the follow ng 12 
arceis: UM25. 27. 29-36, 68. and 75 


f J) j ’ 
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Nearly all of Parcel M28 (129 acres) and a small 
portion of UM32 (1) acres) are currently being 
farmed, which has replaced native vegetation with 
agricultural crops. Portions of five parcels (UM36- 
38, UM64. and UM75) totaling 200 acres were 
farmed at one time. but thys use was discontinued 
several years ago 


Special Status Plant Species 


No Federal’state-listed or BLM sensitive plant 
species are known to occur on any of the BLM- 
acrmumstered tracts considered for disposal, to 
date, in the Umatitia Basin. Potential disposal! 
lands contain three plani species for which BLM 
and the Oregon Natural Heritage Program are 
collecting data to evaluate their distributions and 
Status: transparent milkvetch (Astragalus 
Giapnanus vat. diaphanus), stalked-pod milkvetch 
(Astragalus scierocarpus), and crouching or 
Columbia milkvetch (Astragalus succumbens) 
Only the populations of A. sclerocarpus and A 
succumbens on parcels UM20 and UM21 are of 
Sufficient size to represent manageable 
populations. These three species are also known 
from other private and Federal lands in Morrow and 
Umatilia counties 


Wildlife and Fisheries 
Wildlife Habitat 


Rocky Mountain elk, mule deer, Diack bear, various 
Cavity nesters, grouse, and a variety of song birds 
could be expected on many of the forested parcels 


Most rangeland parcels are occupied by riumerous 
songbirds, including meadowlarks, horned larks 
mournins doves, and magpres 


One parce! (UUM35) has an area of wetland and 
associated species, including beaver, muskrat 
rattlesnake, frogs, red-winged Diackbirds. 
sandpipers and other shore birds. and maliards 


Reter to the Resource Assessment in Appendix A 


Table A-7 for parcel-specific wilditfe habitat 
inform rmation 


Old-Growth Habitat 


Based on the characteristics for old-growth habitat 
described under the Jonn Day Basi” general 


$3 











description, the 424 acres of large trees described 
in the Forestiands section are considered to be 
potential old-growth wildlife habitat. Refer to the 
Resource Assessment in Appendix A (Table A-7) for 
acreage by specific parcel 


Special Status Wildlife Species 


Two special status species (both BLM Sensitive) 
may occur on potential Orsposal parcels in the 
Umatilla Basin: pileated woodpecker and long- 
billed curlew. Pileated woodpeckers could be 
expected on several of the forested parcels, and 
long-bilied curlews could be found on several of the 
rangeland parcels 


Refer to the Resource Assessment in Appendix A 
(Table A-7) for information specific to possibile 
occurrence of special status species by specific 
parcel, and to Appendix B (Table B-3) fora 
composite list of special status wildiife species that 
could occur in the NOALE area 


Fisheries 


Approximately 5 miles of fish-bearing streams are 
within the potential disposal parcels in the Umatilla 
Basin (Table 3-10). These fish-bearing segments 
are scattered and non-contiguous on 11 tracts of 
public land, and according to field reviews range 
from poor to good condition. Chinook salmon, 
steelhead trout, Dull trout. rainbow trout, and a 
variety of non-salmonid species can be found in 
some of these stream segments 


Two tracts (UM35 and UM75) in Juniper Canyon. 
which is a shrub-steppe region, flow directly into 
the Columbia River. The only fish presently in 
Juniper Canyon are dace and other non-game fish 
Historically, however, the creek may have 
supported rainbow trout and possibly steelhead 


Willow Creek and the Walia Walla River flow into 
the Columbia River, but are included in the Umatilla 
Basin analysis area as they are shown on the same 
Oregon State Water Resources river map 


Special Status Fish Species 


Bull trout, a proposed threatened species. is found 
on two potential disposal sites (UM2O in the North 
Fork Walla Walla and UM69 in the South Fork 
Walla Walia). Steelhead trout (proposed 
threatened) inhabit several disposal parcels 
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Recreation 


The isolated nature of the potential disposal lands 
limits their recreationa! opportunities for the genera! 
pubiic. On parcels having public access. the 
precormunate activity ts Gispersed recreation 
mcluding hunting. fishing, sightseeing, off-highway 
vehicle use, horseback nding, and hiking. These 
activities are lwnited by access. 


Access 


Because the potential disposal! lands are small. 
‘isolated parcels intermingled with private land, the 
majority Go not have legal access. Of the 69 
parcels of BLM-managed lands being considered 
for disposal in the Umatilla Basin, 43 parcels 
representing 78 percent (5.600 acres) of the total! 
disposal acreage do not have legal access 


The other 26 potential disposal parcels have some 
legal access. Nineteen parcels are accessible by 
public road or highway. Most of these are in the 
Hermiston area where there is a high density of 
county roads, and several of the parcels are 
bordered by roads on at least one side. The other 
seven parcels are accessibie, bul not necessarily 
by vehicle, by being adjacent to Nationa! Forest or 
Army Corps of Engineer land that has access 


Reter to the Resource Assessment in Appendix A 
(Table A-7) for access by specific parcels 


Visual Resources 


All of the potential! disposal lands in the Umatilla 
Basin are within Visual Resource Management 
Class Ili, the objective of which is to partially retain 
the landscape's existing character. (See glossary 
for information on management guidelines specific 
to VAM classes.) 


Soils 


Soils on most of the parcels identified for potential 
disposal in the Umatilla Basin are generally sandy, 
sandy loam, and loamy sand. These soils are 
shallow to deep, are excessively drained or wel! 
drained, and usually have a slight-to-moderate 
water erosion hazard bul a high hazard of wind 
erosion and soil blowing 


Sols on parcels UM38 and UM64 have a more 

loamy texture and are less susceptible to wind 

erosion, Out have a higher water erosion hazard 
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Chapter 3 - Affected Environment 
Three parcels (UM25. UM26. and UM67) have a river to the mountains. Some of the treaty 
Donsiderabie rock outcrop Component that makes resources in Jumper Canyon inciude animals and 
portions of these parcels unsurtabie for housing or cultural piants used for food, medicine and other 
ndustria! type use traditional purposes. These plants and animals 
nave specific habitat needs. Thus. the Columbia 
Reter to the Resource Assessment in Appendix A shrubd-steppe of Juniper Canyon is a key treaty 
Table A-7) for erosion hazards on specific parcels resource habitat. CTUIR considers the habitat 
~ reart ter eee 


- - i. a ‘- - “~ on. 
portant to wgalion Of wiidie losses from 


~ ~ o 2S ~ Lam mt wn the > mr 5 
ycropower veveliop™m on the Columbia River 


oslicss of tes Sollomine six nbicale tenet tee ox Paleontological Resources 


* 4 > 2 
recuirements . r orerres tarry moc wher fr 32°60 
JUM18. UM20. UM21. UM24. UM27. and UM67. It Although some 6b. M-admuinistered parcels 
3 sumed + 3° atter the exc’ ange + ree ~t these Or posed for disposa nave geologic formations 
parcels (UM18. UM20. and UM21) would be used with potential for screntifically significant fossils, nc 
for agricultural purposes. and the other threes known sites occur. Five parcels near Heppner (one 
UM24. UM27. and UM67) for industrial. housime '' Sand Hollow, two purcels south of Hermiston 
‘ similar use nd the two Juniper Canyon parcels) are worthy of 
turner study. These five parcels have rocks 
yerivec trom ash or lake Geposits and are within 
Cultural Resources areas Mapped as geologically and paleontologically 
mteresting. Feld checks are planned for these 
Phase | potential disposal tracts of BLM lands parcels 
> a 
Wy thom ting rot Racir have been niens ve \ 
irveve 4 tor this and exchange Cultura Ti R 
sniatuamranh Sra Cs Peden Cainn enttinnde imber Resources 
parcels include small itttwc scatters. a stone 
eature, a 1930s logging camp, homestead Tne 707 acres of forested lands considered for 
remains, trash dumps. and early 20th century ysposa! to date in the Umatilla Basin are 
rngation features. Four pretustoric and one mmercial forestiands. Forest stands ranoe in 
mstonc site nave been recorded in Junmer Canyor ze trom 10 to 95 acres, and the average stand 
Additional Jumper Canyon inventores are pianned ze is 32 acres. Of the 707 acres. the 71 acres of 
To date. these properties have not been evaluated Douglas-fir are considered economically inoperable 
13 ‘ N atiONna Q. . ster criteria Tr pre are nc tne & arvest t ’ Fe Jera! standards because mt tho. 
enor Tra or permtes ar sted Nat ona Reoister dverse ration des snations ir the Operat ne 
te n lands proposed for exchange nventory 
Traditional Use: Historic records and other sources Ten parcels totaling 324 acres have had one or twc 
Jentity traditic : gathering mi entinne and ‘rs no 8MTMerCia en*nes nthe past 45 ,ears These 
tations for the Umatilla. Cayuse. and Walla Walla 1ancs are Now im an early-to-md sera! stage of 
ng the Umatilla and Walia Walia rivers. as we jJeveiopment 
’ rr tig C rvit ” . nt ¥ " if 4 trarte 
‘ ore ‘ ‘a 77 ts Jon the ; . , , 7 nher ry ‘ mM thoce ¢ rested stands > ver 
rt pPer Mal 2 1 Walia Valla River My peer mpreted at tts tre. Dul w De compiets 
ina qq -~ ‘ * river ¢r miaoe - toor fed and ava ; enninr* excr mang these fore ted 
tract a joing Juruper Canyor are hacen t ands 


tne Columbia River canyon or lower Umatilla River 


where winter villages were Strategically Situated 


Near imponran resources and wave routes Livestock Grazing 


* 


he Contederated Tribes of the Umatilla indian There are grazing leases with a total of 442 AUMs 
Reservation (CTUIR) have identified Junwer on 33 potential disposal! parcels in the Umatilla 
VCanyon as an area of cultural importance for treaty Basin. Refer to the Resource Assessment in 
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ources and traciiona! use Jur per Canyon was Append x re’ (Tah e A 7) tor AUMs r y spec tw 


rustorncally along a travel route from the Columbia parcels 
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Chapter 3 - Affected Environment 


Most of the leased parcels are isolated tracts remainder ts private land, including some major 
d by private ownership. A few border holdings of prvate forestiand, as well as 

orest land. All of the parcels are under agricultural and rangeland 

Custodial management, meaning the BLM does not 


fy actual u glo | for addtiona 7 . 
manta 8 Geology/Water/Soils/Air 


- 
ime Dasim is formed trom the siopes of two ruooed 


Description of mountain ranges iB e Mo nmiains to the east and 


northwest, and Wallowa Mountains on the 


Grande Ronde Basin 222281). "9 "2 er vateys wane 


nde and Wa Owa. approximately 230 400 ¢ acres 


and 160.000 acres. respectively 


Introduction ne 


D 





graphy in the Grande Ronde Basin ranoes 
trom steep alpine mountains, reaching 10.000 ‘eet 
The Grande Ronde Basin encompasses elevation i the Wallowa mountains, to deeply 
approximately 2.5 million acres (Figure 1-2). It * ssected plateaus and Canyons. and broad. o¢ 
extends from the eastern crest of the Blue rolling valleys 
Mountains on the west, northeastward across 
Union and Wallowa Counties, to the idaho and The mainstem Grande Ronde River extends 212 
Washinaton state boundares miles from the Biue Mountains to #s confiu enc: 
with the Snake River in Washington, 168.7 miles 
This basin is within the Biue Mountain upstream from the confluence of the Snake anc 
physiographic province, which is described ai the Columbia Rivers. Other major water systems in thx 
begin ning ot Chapter 3 (Figure 1-3 Grande Ronde Basin include the Minam, Wallowa 
Lostine. and Wenaha rivers, and Caiherine and 
About 45 percent of the land in the Grande Ronde Joseph creeks 
Basin is National Fores: (Figure 3-7) 
Approximately 1 percent is public land administered Souls in the Grande Ronde Basin can be ssf 
by the BLM. and an even smaller percentage 's nto four general groups 
administered by the State of Oregon. The 
e F'oodplains. terraces. and tans: Formed 


aiiuviail ang acrust Me Gepos ts Are 'T er 


us 


ately Geen 10 Geen and poorly fo well Crained 

with textures including silt loam and silty clay 
- _— oam. These soils display a siicht hazard 
Figure 3-7. Land Ownership in Grande konde ; pra) 

rom water erosion. Flooding and ponding are 


Basin. ate 


‘a ~ 
cc ‘ nN winier ang spring 


° Terraces, fans, and upland slopes: Formed 


a a reats 4% wil 
alluvial, eollan. and lacrustrine deposits and 
resiguu™ and colluvium derivec from basalt 


anc volcanic tuff. Are moderately deep tc 
deep and well drained. with textures including 
Sandy loam, sit loam, and silty clay loarr 
These soils display a slight-to-moderate 


hazard trom water erosion 


© Dry foothills: Formed in colluvium and 


- * 





resiguum derived from basalt and volcan 
tu™. generally adiacent to timbered areas. but 


Federal - National Forest at lower elevations. Are shaitow tc 
rmnortarat wr a " rR Ye 2 
8 Federal SLM 2eraiely Gee@p anc we'll Crained, wit 
Nd t¢ x'ures | € xfreme y ctr ry, ~ ar ar < ry } 
wy State of Oregon 


am. These soils display a slight-to-higt 


tet 
| Privatety owned > avara ferme water eros Can a 
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e Forested uplands: Formed m colluvwum and 
residuum Gerwved from basalt and volcanic tut 
and recemt volcarmc ash. Are moderately 
deep to D. moderate-to-well Gramed, with 
textures Of very stony sift loam and sil icam 
These souls Gisplay a slght-to-tugh hazard 
trom water erosion 


Temperatures and precipitation vary with elevation 
Average annual precipitation ranges from 12 to 23 

nes at lower elevations im the valleys, and trom 
+0 to 50 inches on the fugher mountams 


Vegetation 


Forestiands 


VVithon the Upper Grande Ronde Basin. there are 
rommately 2.860 acres of forested lands 
managed by the BLM. These lands account for 
ess than one percent of the total forested 
nership in the Upper Grande Ronde Basin 
These forested sites are simular to those in the 
Umatilla Basin with Douglas-fir being tte most 
mmon coniferous species. Spruce/tir 
:ssociations are found at tugher elevations, and 
nderosa pine type at the lower elevations 


ry 


Large Tree Component Approximately 580 acres 
t the forestlands managed by the BLM in this 
nm nave large trees 


Rangelands 


Rangelands in the Grande Ronde Basin are 
nsed of sagebrus!ygrassiand steppe and 


anc steppe 


“ 
. 


The sagebrush grassiand steppe is Gominated Dy 
biuebunch wheatgrass on ndgetops. Mops. and 
outh-facing slopes and idaho fescue on the north- 
facing slopes. Varying amounts of Wyornng big 
sagebrush and basin big sagebrush occur 
lepending on landscape position, sols, anc parent 


materia 


The grassiand steppe is dormnated by idaho 
fescue with lesser amou'its of Divebunch 
wheatgrass and a shrui) component that includes 

nokecherry, hawthorn. snowberry, serviceberry 
elderberry, and mock orange in randomly 
distributed patches on deep north-siope siles 
South-siopes are Gormnated by Divebunch 
wheate’ss8 with mm nor amounts of idaho fescue 
anc a variable biftferdDrush component 
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Riparian/Wetland Areas 


As im the other basins. mpanan or wetland areas 
occupy 2 very small part of the total land area and 
most are narrow sips along small streams. Ladd 
Marsh im the southern portion of the Grande Ronde 
Valley «Ss an exanple of a sizeable wetland area: 
ths area 1s not within BLM-admurustered lands and 
Ss kstec here for reference purposes only 


Wildlife and Fisheries 
Wildlife Habitat 


Coniferous forests comprise most (approximately 
twoO-tfurds) of the natrve vegetation habitat for 
wiidiite mm the Grand Ronde Basin and rangeland 
nabitat comprises the remainder 


Reter to the John Day Dasin Wildite Resources 
section for a listing of some of the vertebrate 
species associated with forest type. including old- 
growth fcrests 


The rangeland habitat is a mature of sagebrush- 
steppe and grassland. The sagebrush-steppe in 
thus basin is More similar to that in the Powder 
Basin than the Colurnbia Basin shrub-steppe in the 
Umatilla Basin. This sagebrush-steppe type is 
mportant to more than 100 verte "rate species 
(Thomas 1979 and 1986) 


Specia: Status Wildlife Species 


There is wintering bald eagle habitat on BLM 
adrrurstered lands in the Grande Ronde Basin 
The bald eagle. Lewis woodpecker, and bats such 
as the long-eared myotis and long-legged myotis 
are species of concern occasionally found in ano 
around forested riparian areas and along some of 
the larger river systems in the Grande Ronde Basin 
(Append B. Table B-3) 


Fisheries 


Fish species in the Grande Ronde Basin are 
rainbow trout, bull trout, summer stee'head trout 
and spring and fall chinook salmon 


Special Status Fish Species 


Three special status frsh species are wittwn the 
Grande Ronde Basin: Snake River spring chinook 








threatened). Snake River steelhead (proposed 
threatened). and bull trout (proposed threatened) 


Cultural Resources 


The culture history of the Grande Ronde basin is 
broadly similar to that of the Umatilla Basin 
Ethnographic. Histonc records Gemonstrate nat the 
menor reaches of the Dasim were utilized Mos! 
often by the Umatilla, Cayuse, Walla Walla, anc 
Nez Perce tribes, but also by Pate people 
Wallowa Valley and the lower Grande Ronde were 
occupied by the Wallowa (Joseph) Band of Nez 
Perce prior to the 1877 Nez Perce War. Serm:- 
permanent winter villages weve located along the 
middie to lower river reaches in this basin. The 
Grande Ronde valley was a notable location for 
nter-tribal trade, fishung, digging Camas and 
gathering roots. The anadromous fishery of the 
Grande Ronde and its tributaries played an 
mportant role in the tribal econormes of the region 
Valleys and imtenor drainages were important for 
grazing, hunting, plant gathering, raw material 
procurement, and travel. Cultural resource sites 
would include lithic scatters with features. rock 
structures, rock ert. quarry locations tras, and 
spiritual srtes 
Between 1811 and the 1650s, explorers. fur 
traders, and emigrants worked and traveled 
through the valleys of the Grande Ronde: and by 
the 1860s and 1870s towns were being 
established along the route of the Oregon Trail 
During the late 19th and early 20th century. more 
nd claims were taken up for homesteads. cattle 
ind sheep ranches; and logging became a major 
noustry for the region. Histornc sites known or 
expected for the geograpiwc area inciude remains 
f wagon trails and freight roads, ermgrant or 
rwitary Camps, homesteads, 'vestock Criveways 
and logging camps 
Tradiona! Use. in 1855, treathes were executed 
nd subsequently ratifed with the Umatilla. Walla 
Walla, Cayuse, Tenino, and Nez Perce. These 
tribes, and the Northern Paute, have current and 


sural interests in the region 


Paleontological Resources 


wmbia River Basalt flows cover most of the Grande 


Ronde Basin and paleontological sites are rare 


Chapter 3 - Aflectea Environment 
Socioeconomics 


Most lands wittwn the Grande Ronde and Wallowa 
Valleys have been converted to agriculture and 
urban uses. Beyond the populated areas. the 
landscape is mainly rural pastureland, rangeland 


t- 
anc toresi 


Economically mmportant land use activites mnclude 
larrmung, westock production, trnber produc tion 
recreation, and tourism. Some muning, primarily 
placer Ceposis, occurs m the headwaters of the 
Grande Ronde River and in the Wallowa 
Mountains 


Private Lands 
Considered for 
Acquisition in 
Grande Ronde Basin 


To date. no private lands “ave been specifically 
dentified for acquisition within the Grande Ronde 
Basin. Lands meeting certain criteria mey be 
considered for acquisition Guring future of the 
NOALE. Lands that may be considered include 
ands along the Wallowa and Grande Ronde River 
and their major tributanes. Refer to the Baker 
Resource Management Pian of July 1989 and th 
Naliowa and Grande Ronde River Fina 
Management Plan/Environmental Assessment of 
December 1993 for information and descriptions of 
thee lands 


Public Lands 
Considered for 
Disposal in Grande 
Ronde Basin 


Approximately 3.440 acres of BLM-managed public 
land in the Grande Ronde Basin are beinn 
proposed for disposal (Appendix A. Tables A-1a 
and A-1b). This land is in Union County and is 
scatiered in 43 parcels, ranging in size from 40 to 
320 acres 
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Chapter 3 - Affected Environment 


Resources on 
Potential Disposal 
Lands in Grande 
Ronde Basin 


Vegetation 


Forestlands 

Apprommately 2.260 acres of forestlands (33 
parcels) managed by BLM in the Grande Ronde 
Basin are considered for disposal. Some of these 


parcels have fores: health concerns m varying 
jegrees, from overstocking to severe mortaity 
Most of the stands on 26 of the parcels (approx 
2.000 acres) have been harvested and are now m 
in early-to-rmd sera! stage of development 


The forests are typical Blue Mountain mixed conifer 


stands with ponderosa pine dominating the south 
facing slopes, and Douylas-fir/grand fir 


associations On Norn slopes anc m narrow Canyon 


bottoms. Nine forest types are represented, with 
ponderosa pine the dormunant species in three 


lypes 


e Ponderosa pine (south aspects 


ow elevations) 326 acres 
¢ Ponderosa pine/Dougias-fir 471 acres 
¢ Ponderosa pine/wrvte fir 34 acres 
e Douglas-fir 13 acres 
e White fr 40 acres 
© White firflarch 262 acres 
e White fr/lodgepole pine 231 acres 
°* Lodgepole pine 83 acres 
e Mimed conifer 761 acres 


The mixed conifer includes white fir, Douglas-fir 
rch, lodgepole pine, and Englemann spruce 


Large Tree Component Approximately 538 acres 
14 parcels) of the BLM-admw*ered forestiands 
proposed for disposal in the « Aionde basin 
have large trees at various stocking levels. The 

species composition of this acreage is 


¢ Ponderosa pine 63 acres 
¢ Ponderosa pine/Dougias-fir 164 acres 
¢ Ponderosa pine/white fir 34 acres 
e White firlarch 53 acres 
° Mimed conifer 224 acres 
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Rangelands 


importiam! grass species on most non-forested 
parcels are idaho fescue and/or biuebunch 
wheatgrass. Sandberg’s bluegrass is another 
important species on most parcels. Cheatgrass 
has imvacded some of the parcels that are in poor 
ecological condition. Big sagebrush is the major 
shrub on shrub-steppe parcels. On a few parcels 
(including UNS, 17, 24. and 41). stiff sagebrush is 
the major shrub species 


Riparian/Wetland Areas 


The potential disposal tracts dentified, to date, 
the Grande Ronde Basin have approxmately 6 
rules of perenmal streams and associated nparian 
' abitat, including both fish and non-fish bearing 
streams (Tables 3-15 and 3-16). This stream 
mileage equates to between 24 and 42 acres of 
npanan habitat 


Special Status Plant Species 


No Federal’state-lsted or BLM Sensitive pliant 
species are known to occur on the BLM-man aged 
parce's being considered for d:sposal, to date, in 
the Grande Ronde Basin 


Wildlife and Fisheries 
Wildlife Habitat 


The potential disposal parcels identified to date in 
the Giande Ronde Basin have not been spe 
cifically assessed for widife species. The forested 
ang rangeland tracts. however, likely have the 
same species described in the Umats.3a Basin 
Refer to Appendix B. Table B-1 for a lis of wildiife 
species that may occur in the NOALE area 


Old-Growth Habitat 


Based on the characteristics [or old-grcwth habitat 
described under the John Day Basin genera! 
description, all of the 538 acres of disposal 
forestlands containing large trees are potential old 
growth wildiite habitat. This potential old growth is 
distributed Over 14 parcels in stands ranging from 
10 to 100 acres in size. The average stand is 38 
acres in size 
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Table 3-15. Fish Habitat Within Public Lands Considered for Disposal in Grande 
Ronde Basin. 











Drainage Subbasin Tract Disposal Chinook Steelhead Bull Rainbow 
and Stream Name No Miles Saimon Trout Trout Trout 
Grande Ronde 

Pebcan Creek UNO2 025 x 
Sheep Creek UN14 050 x x x x 
Meadow Creek UNS63 040 x ¥ 
Dark Canyon UN64 030 ¥ x 
Subbasm Tota 1 45 
Catherine Creek 
Shaw Creek UN16 0 60 x 
Potters Creek UN25 4 UN26 050 ¥ 
Scout Creek UN39 x x x 
South Fork Cathenne CreekUN44 1 30 x x x x 
Subbasm Tota 1 7¢ 
Total Miles 3.18 1.50 230 0.80 3.15 
: ves ‘eve eo a??a’ 


Table 3-16. Non Fish-Bearing Streams on Public Lands Considered for Disposal in 
Grande Ronde Basin. 








Subbasin Perennial Stream Non-Perennial! Total Miles (Perennia! 
miles Stream Miles and Non-Perennial) 
Grande Ronde 3.1 225 5.35 


Grande Ronde Basin (Table 3-12) These fish 
segments range from 0 3 to 0.6 miles in length. are 


Special Status Wildlife Species 














The potential disposal parcels im thus basin have 

not yet been specifically assessed for specia! 

status widife species. Refer to Table 8-3 for a 
sting of special status wildiife species that may 
soCur witten the analysis area 


Fisheries (Including Special Status 
Species) 


Apprommatety 3.15 mules of fish-Dearng streams 
are within the potential disposal parcels in the 


scatiered and non-contiguous on 9 tracts of public 
land, and according to held rewew are in poor 
condition. Chinook saimon., trout (steelhead, bu 
and rainbow). and a variety of non-saimonds can 
be found nm some of these stream segments 


Recreation 


Necreationa! Vaives and Opportunities Althougt 
recreational use is possibile on parcels that have 
public access. the small size of most potential 
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parcels (320 acres total) includs are adjacert to 
hshery streams of the upper Grande Ronde River 
such as Dark Canyon Creek and Sheep Creek. No 
sfe-sneciic root gathernng heds, frstung stations, 
>t tradtonal Ccufural rvoperbes have been 
denthed to Gate o7 the lands proposed for 
exchange 


Paleontological Resources 


BLM-managed parcels proposed for exchange in 
the Grande Fonde Basin are not known to contain 
nor are they kely to Contain, occurrences of 
vertebrate fossis 


Timber Resources 


A) of the apprommate 2.260 acres of forestiands 
nmsidered for disposal in the Grande Ronde Basin 
to date are commercial forestiands. Forest stands 
range m size from 5 to 235 ac’es, with the average 
stand bews9 69 acres (Appendm A. Table A-5). At 
east one para! cul entry has been made on 26 
parce's (totaling almost 2.000 acres) wittwn the past 
45 years Timber crurses on these forested stands 
nave not been completed at ffus tne, Dut will be 
mplete and avarabie prior to making d« cisions 
nm thew exchange 


Livestock Grazing 


T+ 


@ iM Nas Grazing eases issued tor 254 AUMs 
i2 Of the potental disposal parcels (see Table 4 
1 for hst of parcels) All parcels ure relatively sma 
mG Most are grazed ‘or only a shor time each 
year Several parceis are adjacent to Nationa 
-orest iands. anc some allotments have been 
‘porated into National Forest grazing 
slotments. Other allotment areas are surrounded 
C 


, Ss . - 
7 ang recerve ry is a 


Description of 
Powder River Basin 


Introduction 


Tig } woer ver Ba ’ ‘ mMpasses 
mprommately 4.17 nacres The Powder Rwer 


asin extends from the crest of the Bive Mountains 





in the west, eastward to the Snake River, and trom 
the Burnt River Mountaims in the south, northward 
to the watershed divide with the Grande Ronde 
Basin. it incorporates nearly all of Baker County. 
southern portions of Union and Wallowa counties. 
and northern portions of Maiheur County. For the 
purpose of this analysis, a very small portion al the 
north edge of the Malheur Basin (the portion withun 
the Baker Resource Area) has been included with 
the Powder Basin discussion 


This basin is within the Biue Mountain 
physiograpiwe province, -/tch 1s Gescribed at the 
beginning of Chapter 3 (Figure 1-3) 


Approximately hall of the basin is public lands 
managed by the Forest Service and SLM, with 
National Forest comprising most of the Federal 
portion (Figure 3-8). The other hail is largely in 
private ownership, wiwch includes some major 
holdings of forestiand and agncultural and 
rangeland. Less than one percent is adrmunstered 
by Oregon state agencies 


Geology/Soils/Water/Air 


The basin is formed trom the siopes of severa’ 
rugged mountain ranges, the Bive Mountains to the 
west, the Wallowa Mountains to the nortne ast. the 
Burnt Rrver Mountains in the south. and ine Snake 
River Breaks on the east. The Baker, Nor? 
Powder, Eagle, and Pine Valleys provide most of 
the level terrain for agriculture) Numerous other 
long, narrowly constricted valleys occurring along 
tre major strearns between mountainous terran 
The Burnt River Mountains have a large deposit of 
wmestone exposed a'ong interstate Highway 84 
south of Durkee 


Topography of the Powder River Basin is sirrwiar ' 
the Grande Ronde, with the shared features of the 
Bive and Wallowa Mountains and thew foothills 
However, ‘he river valleys of the Powder Basin are 
generally narrower and smaller overall 


The mainstem Powder Fiver is formed by the 
Norping of its two upper tributanes, McCully Fork 
a 4 Cracker Creek, which jon at the town of 
Sumpter, From here. the nver extends 144 mules 
trom the Blue Mountanns to its confivence with the 
Snake River near Richland Oregon, 296 miles 
mpstream trom the confivence of the Snake and 
Columbia Rivers. Another major stream, the Burnt 
Fiver, is formed by the merging of several 

tri “tanes in Unity Valley. From here, the river 
flows appromrmately 60 mules to ts Confivence with 
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the Snake River near Huntington, 328 miles 
upstream trom the Snake-Columbua confivence 
Other major water systems im the basin include 
Anthony, Woll, Eagle, and Pine Crees 





Temperatures and precipitation vary with eevation 
Average growing season is shorter than in the 
Grande Ronde Valley. and surnmers are generally 
hotter and drier than im the Grande Ronde Basin 


Soils and geology in the Powder Basin are similar 
to those in the Grande Ronde. Soils on warm, dry 
gently sloping to very steep hills formed in 
colluviumn derived from basalt. These soils are 
shallow to moderately deep, well draine~, very 
stony Clay loam to loam texture, and display a 
moderate-to-tugh hazard from water erosion 
There are also soils formed in colluvium and 
residuum derived from granitic rocks on movrst 
gently sloping to very steep hulls and mountains 
These sos are shaliow to deep, are well d. ained 
have texture range from very stony loam to loarm 
and display a moderate-to-very hgh hazard from 
water erosion 


Vegetation 


Forestlands 


The BLM manages about 17.000 acres of forested 
ands in the Powder River Basin. This acre age 


Figure 3-8. Land Ownership m Powder’ Malheur 
River Basin. 
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accounts for less than 3 percent of the total forest 
ownership in ths basin. These forest ses are 
typical of Blue Mountain mmecd conifer stands and 
similar to those in the Umatilla and Grande Ronde 
basins. Ponderosa pine predormmnates on south 
sicoes, and Dougias-fr/grand fr associations are 
found on cooler north slopes and narrow canyon 
bottoms 


Large Tree Component Of the 17.000 acres of 
forestlands managed by BLM in the Powder River 


Basin, approximately 6.440 acres contain large 
trees at varying stocking levels 


Rangelands 


Rangelands are the dominant vegetation type im 
the Powder Basin, occupying nearly 60 per cent of 
the land area. The rangelands can be subdivided 
into frve types seeded grasslands, annual 
orassiand, grassland steppe, sagebrush-grassiand 
steppe, and woodland. The sagebrush-grassiand 
steppe ts the dominant rangeland type in this basin 
Each of the five types is described below 


¢ Seeded grasslands Degraded rangelands or 


old fields that have been seeded to non- 
native grass species, usually crested 


wheatgrass. Much of this is jocated on gentile 


slopes, ndges, and benches adjacent to the 
Keating and Durkee valleys 


¢ Annual grassiands: Former perennial 
grasslands that, due to past iInvestock grazing 
prac tices or other disturbances, have been 
invaded by annual grasses. Cheatgrass is 
the most common annual grass 


¢ Grossiand steppe: Dominated by Idaho 
fe: cue with lesser armounts of biluebunch 
wt eatgrass and a shrub component that 
inc udes Chokecherry, hawthorn, snowberry, 
serviceberry, elderberry, and mock orange in 
randomly distributed patches on steep north. 
slope sites. South slopes are dominated by 
bluebunch wheatgrass with minor amounts of 
idaho fescue and a variable bitterbrush 


component. 


* Sagebrush-grass steppe Dornnated by 
bluebunch wheatgrass on ridgetops, hiltops., 
and south facing slopes, and idaho fescue on 
the north facing slopes. Varying amounts of 
Wyormng big sagebrush and basin big 
sagebrush occur depending on landscape 
position, soils, and parent material. Mountain 
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big Sagebrush 1s generally found above 4.000 
feet m elevation on many rangelands sites 


* Woodland type: Mudure of juruper, sage. 
grass, and other shrubs. especially 
bitterbrush. Thus type is often a transition 
zone between the grasslands or sagebrusn- 
grass and the forestiands. 


Riparian/Wetland Areas 


Numerous small streams and springs are scattered 
throughout the basin, with associated ripar ian 
zones 


Wildlife and Fisheries 
Wildlife Habitat 


Wiidite habitats within the Powder Basin are 
rangeland (including woodland) and coniferous 
forest. Rieter to Appendix B (Table B-1) for a 
composite list of widife species typically 
associated with these habitat types in the NOALE 
area 


Rangeland/Woodland Habitat 


The sagebrush-grassiand habitat is not considered 
sensitive or endangered, but its vastness and 
associated fauna nchness make if an important 
landscape component. This type, along with the 
woodiand type, provides niches for over 140 
vertebrate wildiife species. These species inciude 
more than 40 mammals, 60 birds, and 20 
amphibian/reptiles. 


Forest Habitat 


Forestiands provide habitat for Rocky Mountain elk 
and mule deer. Especially important are low 
elevation fc rests that provide winter thermal cover 
Other mammal species found in this habitat are 
fringed myotis, Hoary bat, long-eared myotis, 
snowshoe hare, white-tailed deer, red squirrel. 
pocket gopher, black bear, and mountain lion 
Forestiands are aiso important for primary cavity 
excavators and secondary Cavity nesters 


Riparian/Wetland Habitat 


Mammal species using riparian/wetiand habitats in 
the Powder Basin include: vagrant shrew, water 
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shrew, siver hawed bat, red-Dacked mouse. 
mantied ground squirrel, raccoon, long-tased 
weasel, mink, river otter, beaver, muskrat, mule 
deer, and Rocky Mountain ek. 


Amphibian/reptiles found are: Pacific tree frog. 
nger salamander, ilong-toed salamander, west ern 


toad, and wandering garter snake 


Some avian species, especially neotropical 
rmgrants, that are Closely associated with riparian 
types are western kung-bird, yellow-breasted chat, 
MacGillwray'’s warbler, song sparrow, marsh wren, 
kilideer, and mourning dove 


The bald eagle, Lewis’ woodpecker, and bats such 
as the long-eared and long-legged myotis are 
species of concern occasionally found im ard 
around forested nparian areas and along some of 


the larger river systems 
Old-Growth Habitat 


Habitat and associated species are sirrwiar to that 
found wn the Grande Ronde Basin 


Special Status Wildlife Species 


Reter to Append B (Table 8-3) for a list of special 
status species that may by found in the four basins 
addressed in the NOALE 


Fisheries 


A variety of trout species (Rainbow, bull, and brook) 
are in the Powder River portion of basin, and 
rainbow and brook trout are in the Burnt River 
portion. Construction of the Helis Canyon Dam on 
ihe Snake River in the 1970s ended passage of 
anadromous species into these rivers 


Special Status Fish Species 


The trout populations in ttws basin may include 
redband trout, whch is sted as a Sensitive 
Species by the State of Oregon, the US. Forest 
Service, and the BLM. Some electrophetic work 
has been conducted to identity streams that show 
red band characteristics. However, in this EIS. the 
redband trout and rainbow trout are discussed 
collectively 
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Cultural Resources 


The culture history of the Powder and Burnt River 
geograpiuc area ts broadly similar to that of the 
Grande Ronde Basin. Ethnographic and historic 
records show that the area was utilized by the 
Umatilla, Cayuse, Walla Walla, Nez Perce and 
Pate tribes. Pine Valley, Eagle Creek, and the 
Powder River were areas for camas gathering, 
hunting and fistwng: one or more Paiute bands are 
known to have gathered and hunted the Burnt 
River area throughout as reach. Although there ts 
abundant archaeological evidence for task sites in 
the Biue Mountains (such as plant gathering 
areas), there are few recorded historic references 
for traditional subsistence locations. Characteristic 
sites for the geographic area are ithic scatters with 
features, rock structures, rock art, quarry locations, 
trails, and spiritual sites 





Wilson Pncoe Hunt's Astorian party traveled up the 
Powder River and Burnt River in 1811 and were 
followed by other explorers and fur traders who 
worked the Biue Mountain region in the 1820s and 
1830s. During the 1840s to 1860s, ermngrants 
passed through the Burnt River Canyon and Baker 
Valley over the Oregon Trail. Discovery of gold near 
Auburn in 1661 launched a gold rush that led to 
rapid EuroAmencan settlement in valleys and 
foothills of the Powder and Burnt River. Towns and 
hamiets sprang up as rmuning, livestock ranctung, 
and tnber became the main industnes of the 

basin. Typical hstoric sites may be wagon trails. 
emigrant carnps, stock raising homesteads, gold 
mines and runing camps, ditches and mining 
landscapes 


Paleontological Resources 


Vertebrate and invertebrate faunal and botanical 
fossil locales of possible scientific importance are 
found in the Powder River basin, particularly in the 
upper Burnt River drainage, middie Powder River, 
and Snake River breaks areas. Common fossils 
such as marine invertebrates and fossilized wood 
or tempsyka (fern) are usually not considered 
scientifically emportant and will not be further 
discussed 


As in the other basins, the geological formations in 
the Powder Basin preserve a nch record of 
mammahan taunas representing rmddie and late 
Cenozoic time. Formations range in age trom the 
Pleistocene back about 15 milion years to the 
middie Miocene That interval witnessed major 
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lancscape and Chmatic Changes, and a 
continuousty Changing sufe of vertebrate faunas 
Marnmmahan tauna represemted m the fossil record 
mcludes Miocene horses, rtunos. peccanes., 
camels, beavers, and hughly Gwerse rodents anc 
other small mammals. Although there is a wide 
array of locales providing vertebrate associations 
they are mostly geograpfucally scattered, whuch 
twnders stratigraphic estabiishment of ther 
cocurrence 


Some areas wittun the basin have unnamed, 
Miocene and younger age, basin-fill deposits con 
sisting of a great varnety of volcanic rocks 
complexly interiayered with tuffaceous sedimentary 
rocks. The tuffaceous sedimentary rocks consist 
primarily of lake deposits and some stream 
deposits and are known to contain marmmahan 
fossils at some locations. Basin-fill deposits are 
found in the Unity, Burnt River, Durkee, Morman. 
Dime Creek, Huntington, Dooley Mountain, Baker 
Valley, Keating, Virtue Flat and Richland basins. In 
1Gdition, numerous small and scaftered 
sedimentary, “high bar” deposits of Tertiary age are 
cated along the breaks of the Snake Fiver 


Fossil localities in the Unity, Durkee, and Keating 
valley areas are unnamed and remain poorly 
understood. Further work is needed to provide 
better documentation of the vertebraic fauna, and 
to continue to work out stratigraphic seque ces for 
correlation with other fossil localities 


Socioeconomics 


Lands withwn the larger valleys have been largely 
converted to agriculture and urban uses. Beyond 
those centers of population, the landscape is 
mainly rural pastureland, rangeland, and forest 
Because of te shorter growing season in the 
Powder Basin, agricultural use here is more 
focused on livestock and forage production than in 
the Grande Ronde Basin 


Econornically important land use activities include 
wvestock production, farming, timber produc tion. 
and recreation and tourism. Historically mining 
provided @ much greater cortribution to the local 
economy than at present 


94 - Northeast Oregon Assembied Land Exchange 





Private Lands 
Considered for 
Acquisition in 
Powder River Basin 


Some lands are expected to be acquired in the 
Powder Basin during future transactions of NOALE. 
but specific lands have not been identified, to date 
The BLM has. however, identified five acquisition 
areas of interest (Appendix A, Table A-2): 


e The breaks on the west side of the Snake 
River 

* Lookout Mountain 

¢ Pedro Mountain/Morman Basin 

* Dooley Mountain/Ebell Creek Divide/Burnt 
River Canyon 

¢ Along the Powder River below Thief Valley 
Reservoir 


in addition, the BLM would consider acquisition of 
other lands in the Powder Basin that have certain 
resource values and meet the criteria listed in 


Chapter 1 


Following are descriptions of certain resources on 
private lands within the Powder River Basin that 
may be acquired, with special attention to the five 
acquisition areas of interest. Since specific lands 
have not been identified to date, the descriptions 


are general 


Resources on 
Potential Acquisition 
Lands in Powder 
River Basin 


Vegetation 


Forestiands 


Forested areas on the five acquisition areas of 
imerest are typical of Blue Mountain forests 
Acquisition criteria emphasizes forestiands and 
nparian habitats over rangelands 











Rangelands within the acquisition areas of imerest 
are mostly sagebrush-qrassiand steppe. There are 
also sizable areas of perennial grassiand and 
woodland. The acquisition area of imterest that is 
below Thief Valley Reservow is largely sagebrush- 
cheatgrass. 


it is unlikely that BLM would acquire large areas of 
non-native grass seedings or annual grass lands 
Some of these types, however, may be acquired as 
areas within other range types. 


Riparian/Wetland Areas 


Reference discussion about riparian/wetiand areas 
in the John Day Basin section. 


Some inportant streams in the five acquisition 
areas of interest include: 
¢ Daly, Connor, and Sisley Creeks (Lookout 
Mountain). 
¢ North and South Dinie Creeks (Pedro 
Mountain). 
¢ Ebell and Deer Creeks (Dooley Mountain) 
¢ Powder River tributaries and the Powder 
River below Theft Valley 
¢ Pine Creek (Snake River) 


Special Status Plant Species 


The Powder Basin has known habitat for two 
special status plant species: Snake River 
goldenweed (Haplopappus radiatus) and Oregon 
semaphore grass (Pleuropogon oreganus). The 
Haplopappus radiatus. a state-usted endangered 
species and BLM Sensitive Species. is within the 
Lookout Mountain zone for potential acquisition of 
private land 


The Plevrapogon oreganus., a state-lsted 
threatened species and BLM Sensitive Species. is 


withwn specific tracts of private land identified for 
potential acquisition within the Union County 
portion of the Powder River Basin. These tracts 
are outside of the large identified acquisition areas 
of interest 


Private lands wittwn the acquisition zones have 
habitat for some special status plant species. 
primarily orwons (Alun sp.) and muilkvetch 
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(Astragalus sp.), tor which BLM is cooperating with 
the Oregon Natural Heritage Program im collecting 

Gata speciic to thew distribution and population to 

assess thew status. 


Wildlife and Fisheries 
Wildlife Habitat 


The acquisition areas of interest in the Powder 
River Basin provide habitat for a variety of wild lite 
species (see Append B, Table B-1). Rocky 
Mountain elk and mule Geer are found im the 
Lookout, Dooley, and Pedro Mountain areas. Black 
bear and cougar Could also be expected in these 
areas. Antelope use the Theft Valley area. in 
addition, antelope and sage grouse are present in 
the sagebrush-steppe habuat. and bighorn sheep 
occupy habitat along the Snake River breaks and 
Burnt River Canyon 


Bighorn sheep have recently been released in the 
Burnt River Canyon area and will probably drift up 
side drainages toward the Dooley Mountain Ebel 
Creek Divide area. 


Upland game birds present include blue and ruffed 
grouse in the three mountain areas, and chukars 

below Thief Valley and on the Snake River breaks 
Sage grouse might be found in some of the lower 
areas below Lookout and Pedro Mountains 


The forested areas are home to several species of 
cavity nesters. Pleated woodpeckers are known to 
occur on Lookout Mountain and Pedro Mountain 


Old-Growth Habitat 


Thus information cannot be determined until lands 
for acquisition are specifically identified 


Special Status Wildlife Species 


Reterence Appendix B, Table B-3 for a list of 
special status wildife species known or thought to 
occur in the NOALE area 


Fisheries 


Several small streams within acquisition areas of 
meres! may currently provide habitat for one or 
more of the species inhabiting this basin. Other 
strearns may have historically had fish, but 
presently do not due to their poor condition 
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may be withun or adjacen: to the Sheep Mountain 
and Homestead Areas of Critical Environmental 
Concern (ACECs). Also. some private land below 
Tet Valley Reservow is adjacent to the Powder 
River Canyon ACEC 


Soils 


Soil map units, types. and characteristics cannot be 
determined until specific acquisition lands are 
identified 


The vanety of topography and elevation within the 
acquisition areas of interest could transiate to 
numerous soil map units, which may Nave a variety 
of sors, erosion hazards, and other Characteristics. 
Much of the potential acquisition area Consists of 
steep. rugged topography and has soils that could 
be erosive, depending on slope. parent material, 
and vegetation cover. Many soil units would have a 
high content of rock fragments in the profile, and 
rock outcrop may be an important component of 
several units 


Prime Unique Farmiands. Prime or unique farmiand 
occurs within the Powder Basin. However, until 
specific lands for acquisition are identified, the 
presence of prime or unique farmiand cannot be 
determined. Given the locations of the acquisition 
areas of interest and other lands of likely interest 
there is little likelinood that BLM would acquire any 
of ths resource 





Cultural Resources 


The acquisition areas of interest were used by the 
Nez Perce, Umatilla, Cayuse, and Paiute tribes for 
hunting, fishing, gathering, and travel. in particular, 
Dooley Mountain was a source for an obsidian-like 
vitrophyre used throughout the region. Typically, 
sites expected on land to be acquired would be 
small lithic scatters representirg seasonal use and 
dating anywhere from 6000 B.C. to 1800 A.D 


Historic sites most likely to be found in the 
mountains would include the remains of muning 
towns, gold camps, homesteads, ditches, and 
wagon roads dating from 18660 to 1930. Several 
early mining districts were located in the Pedro 
Mountain and Snake River Breaks vicinity of the 
Bive Mountain gold belt. Although regionally 
significant histonc properties have been identified 
for potential acquisition, these are outside of the 
large identified acquisition areas of interest 





Traditional Use: There are no known relgious sles 
tracGitiona!l cultural properties. or specific traditional 
use locations for the acquisition areas of mterest 


Paleontological Resources 


Since specific lands for acquisition have yet to be 
dentihed, the presence of paleontological 
resources at trus tre ss speculative 


No scientifically mmportant paleontological locales 
or formations are known to be located on 
acaguisition areas of interest. The Snake River 
breaks area mciudes ancient marine formations 
with an abundance of common invertebrate fossils 
such as marine ammonites and mollusks. Studies 
of these formations and fossils aid im the genera! 
understanding of geologic events for the canyon 
area, but the localitves are not orc:narily considered 
signiicant 


Timber Resources 


No information ts currently available on timber 
volumes and other timber resource values. 


Livestock Grazing 


All privately owned land in this basin, including the 
acquisition areas of interest. is presumed to be 
grazed by livestock. However. information on the 
nmiensity or duration of such use and its type of 
management system is not known 


Some private land within the Lookout Mountain 
Snake River Breaks area and the area of acqu' 
sition imterest that is below Tet Valley Reservoir is 
within BLM Custodiai allotments (see glossary) 
Other private lands, yet to be identified. may be 
ocated within allotments where BLM does exercise 
and be used under Exchange-of-Use 
Agreements with BLM. Until specific iands for 
acgu sition are dentifed, no further information on 
these lands can be determined 


conire 


Much of the private land on Pedro Mountain is 
ntermingied with BLM-admunistered land and is 
within grazing allotments. These lands are subject 
to a deferred rotation system in Coryunction with 
other private lands and BLM allotments 


A iarge portion of the Ebell Creek Divide acquisition 
area of inierest is within the North Bridge port 
Allotment, which is used under an Exchange-ol- 
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Use Agreement authorizing 680 AUMs. A deferred 
rotation system has been mnplemented here aiso 


Public Lands 
Considered for 
Disposal in Powder 
Basin 


Approximately 27.217 acres of public land 
managed by the BLM in the Powder Basin are prc 
posed for disposal! (Appendix A, Tables A-1a and A- 
1b). This land is in Baker and Union counties and 


‘iS scattered in 246 parcels. ranging in size from 2 
to 2.534 acres 


Resources on 
Potential Disposal 
Lands in Powder 
Basin 


Vegetation 


Forestlands 


Approximately 1.970 acres of the 17,000 acres of 
forested lands managed by BLM in the Pow der 
Gasin (approx. 11.5%) are being considered for 
possible exchange. These forestlands are 
scatiered on 66 parcils, ranging in size from 2 tc 
118 acres in size, with an average stand size of 30 
acres 


Eight forest types are represented on the 
forestiands proposed for disposal. Ponderosa pine 
is the dominant species in four of the types 
Acreages are approximate 


¢ Ponderosa pine (south aspects 


iow elevation) 1,025 acres 
¢ Ponderosa pine/Dougias-fir 201 acres 
¢ Douglas-fir 100 acres 
¢ Douglas-fir/white fir 41 acres 
°¢ Ponderosa pine/larch 86 acres 
¢ Ponderosa pine/lodgepole pine: 60 acres 
e Whe fir/larch 31 acres 
¢ Mixed conifer 426 acres 
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to occur on several of the BLM-admunustered tracts 
apprommmately 2.500 acres total) 


Pieuropogon oreganus, a state-hsted threatened 
and BLM Senstwe speces. occurs within the 
Jonny Creek watershed. whch encompasses three 
potential Grsposa! parcels (UN31-33). This species 
$ Not known to occur on those BLM-admurustered 
tracts, Dut the tracts contribute dreimage to the 


Diary Ss NabDcai 


ww 


Otrycfnum crenulatum. a Candidate for state ksting 
anc also a BLM Sensawe Species, was reported to 

Jt on one BLM-acdrwrustered tract on Pine 
Creek om Baker County 


There may be occurrences of several other piant 
pecies for wich BLM is currently cooperat ing 
with the Oregon Natura! Heritage Program to 
ect Orstribution and population data to assess 


aa: a status 


Wildlife and Fisheries 
Resources 


Wildlife Habitat 


The BLM-managed lands considered for disposal in 
the Powder Basin consist of a muxture of the major 
vegetative types ind associated wiidivfe species 
described in the general description of thus basin 
See Append B. lable B-1 


Old-Growth Habitat 


A)| of the 471 acres of disposal forestiands with a 
ange tree Component are considered potential old 
growth wildife habitat. This potential old-growth is 
dstributed over 23 parcels in stands ranging from 2 

to 45 acres in size. The average stand is 20 acres 

n size 


Special Status Wildlife Species 


The parce S nm tr 5 Das ave not yet been 
specifically assessed for Special Status wildiite 
species. Refer to Table B-3 for a list of special 


Status species that may be found 


Fisheries Resources (Including 
Special Status Species) 


A total of 33 fish species are known to occur in the 
Powder Basin, some within the potential disposal 











parcels (Appendix B, Tabie B-2). Two of these 
species are Bureau Sensitwe: redband trout 
(resident) and bull trout (a posposed threatened 
speces) 


Recreational Resources 
Recreational! Vaives and Opportunties Dispersed 


recreation (including hunting, fishing. sight seemng 
off-tughway vetucie use, horseback nding, anc 
mking) occurs on the public lands proposed for 
disposal, primarily those that have public access 
On the disposal lands that have limited access as 
described below. these rec-ca*onal opporiuntes 
are constrained 


Access. Most disposal parcels in ihe Powder Basin 


are small and isolated, intermungied with privately 
owned land. Approxim='ely 60 parcels of the 246 
proposed for disposal nave legal access 


Several! potential disposal parcels adjoin Nationa’ 
Forest land and therefore have legal! access. but 
not necessarily vetcular access. A number of 
other potential disposal parcels are accessible by 
county roads or state tyghway 


Visual Resources 


The proposed disposal lands are withwn Visual 
Resource Management Ciass II! designation (see 
glossary for information on VAM management 
classes) 


Soils 


Soils information by specific parce! has not yet 
been gathered. Disposal parcels could be ex 


pected to have typical forest or rangeland sovls 
found in the basin 


Prime or Unique Farmiang Portions of 10 

roposed disposal parcels meet sol requirements 
for prime tarmiand when ingated (65, 29. 45-47 
87. 202. 203. 206. and 218). There are no parcels 
with umque farmiand souls 


Cultural Resources 


Pine Valley, Eagie Valley and certain tributanes of 
the Powder River were important traditional use 
areas. Although seven BLM parcels are located 
within 5-10 miles of recorded traditional use 
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Stations, no specific root gathenng fields. frstung 
stations, or trad@:onal cultural propertes have been 
Wentted to Gate on the tands proposed for 
onsposal 


Paleontological Resources 


Seven recorded paleontological vertebrate 
botanical localities are locaicd on BLM- 
acrrurustered parcels proposed for disposa’ mn the 
Powder Basin 


Approumately 70 parcels have been mapped as 
geologically and paleontologically mteresting, and 
worthy of further study. These parcels exist ir 
clusters near Unity. Hereford, Baker City, Medica 
Springs, Pleasant Valley, and Durkee. The rocks in 
these parcels are volcanuiciastic. either primary ash 
deposits or lacustrine sediments. and Eocene- 
Oligocene-Miocene in age. Fields checks are 
needed for mapping accuracy and actual incide..ce 
and inventory of [css rescurces 


Timber Resources 


Apprommately 1.970 acres of commercia 
forestiands are among those BLM-admnistered 
Dub lc lands wdentitied for possible disposal! About 
829 acres have had at least one partial cut entry 
within the past 45 years. and most of these stands 
are Now in an early-to-rmd sera! stage of 
development 


Timber cruises on these forested stands have not 
been completed at tfws time. Dul will be com plete 
and available prior to making Gecisions on ther 
exchange 


Livestock Grazing 


Nearly all of the parcels proposed for disposal are 
permitted for grazing. Most of the allotments are 

nm small isolated percels that are fenced with a 
relatively large ammount of privaie land. Most of 
these parcels are under “Custodial management 
meaning that BLM does not specify actual use of 
the parcel. A few parcels may be within “improve 
and “Maintain” allotments on wich BLM specifies 
use and management (see glossary for information 
on types of allotments) . 
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Chapter 4 - Environmental 


Consequences 


Introduction 
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e Access to more public lands for general put 
to pursue recreational oppcortunitie: 

¢ Better opportunity to manage resources, su 
as riparian/wetiand areas, Que to having 
longer stream segments on acquired lands 
than on disposed lands 

° Better opportunity to implement ecosyster 


management by acquiring large Diocks of 
contiguous lands adjacent to Nationa! Forest 


ands and fewer small, isolated parce 

¢ Reduced administrative costs and fewer 
unauthorized grazing uses Gue to transier o! 
remote isolated rangelands 

¢ Fewer trespasses due to having put ans! 
that offer public access 


These benefits are addressed in more detai: in the 


resource sections 


Interest and User 
Group Satisfaction 


The general public would benefit in the proposed 
and tenure adjustments by having access to mort 
public land for pursuing various recreational 
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Alternative 1 - 
Resource Impacts 
Common for all 
Basins 
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Forestlands: Common for 
All Basins (Alternative 1) 
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Rangelands: Common for 
All Basins (Alternative 1) 
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Riparian/Wetlands: 
ommon for All Basins 
(Alternative 1) 
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Wildlife Habitat/Special 

Status Species: 
ommon for All Basins 

(Alternative 1) 
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Chapter < - Enwronmenta! Consequences 


Reduction of snags especially those greater than 
21 mches DBH) anc Geac Gowned logs would also 
have sigmican enmpacts on woodpecker species 
Pieated woodpeckers need large standing 
Geadwood (snags) m wruch lo excavate nesting 
Caves, anc large Oead Standing oF Gowned logs 
tor foraging. Pleated woodpeckers are primary 
excevators that create nesting cavies for up to 45 
secondary Cavity nesters, mcluGng 27 berds and ¢8 
marmmais (Thomas et al. 1979). Among the 
secondary Cavity-nesiing species are Amencan 
kestrel, inountam ciruckadee, Lewrs woodpecker 
saw-whet owl, northern ficker Marnmal cavity- 
nesting species are short-tated weasel, yellow pine 
chuprnunk, ittie brown myots, long-eared myotis 
iong-legged myots, sc'ver hawed bat. big Drown 
bat. northern flying squirrel, and busty-talsed wood 
rat (Appenda« B, Table B-1) 


Old-growth patch sizes on disposal lands are 
generally too small to mamta viable populations 
of many forest vertebrate wiidite species (see 
discussion for wiidife resources Common to the 
NOALE area). Henjurn et al. (1994) also stale that, 
“From 70 to 95 percent of the late seral/old growth 
(L SOG) patches (of all tember types) that remain 
cover less than 100 acres (40 ha) each--too smal 
to provide the basic needs for many LSOG 
associated species. Species that have small home 
ranges or are relatively immobile (such as 
arnpiubians and small rodents) may be wnpacted 
more negatively than species that have larger 
home ranges (such as elk, black bear, cougar, 
marten, and eagles). The degree of impact would 
depend on the adjacent vegetation community, 
edge. and seral stage. For example, old-growth 
associated species with small home ranges would 
be wnpacted to a greater extent from the harvest of 
old-growth habitat ¢ the surrounding landscape 
were grassiand/rangelands, rather than early seral 
forestiands 


The extent of the effects of fragmentation due to 
the present pattern of scattered BLM parcels on 
many bird species is not known. For anaivtical 
purposes, the BLM assumes that many fragmented 
habitats that produce more edge habitat have some 
negative effects on some bird species. Small 
isolated patches typically produce more edge 
habitat, therefore the diversity of species typically 
increases. This edge effect was thought to occur 
because an edge has greater vegetation structural 
complexity and refiects the juxtaposition of different 
habitat types, each of which may supply different 
needs of species (Martin 1992). However, edge 
and habitat fragments are often thought to 
represent “ecological traps” (Gates and Gyusel 


104 - Northeast Oregon Assembied Land Exchange 


1978) where species are aftracted to the greater 
Structural Gers@ty of habtat at edges. but suffer 
lower reproductive success at these edges 
Consequently, although spemes may be present m 
Grsturbed Conditions. the Gemograpfuc viability of 
thew populations may be low (Marin 1992) 


The wnfiux of edge-adapted opportunists, such as 
brown-headed Cowbirds, may Cordribute to the 
negative effects observed on these species. These 
edge-adapted opportunists may temporarily 
mcrease Overall species richness, or number of 
species, bul only at the expense of forest mterior 
species (Noss 1983). Lowered reproductive 
potential from decreased ~umnbers of broods lowers 
the species ability to respond to population 
disturbances, such as increased nest predation or 
brown headed cowbrd parasitism, that rmght arise 
trom fragmentation (Martn 1992) Analysis of 
nese types of natural processes show the benefit« 
cf managing large parcels of habitat, instead of 
smatier fragmented biocks 


Considering the BLM's emphasis on ecosystem 
management, widite habitat was analyzed on a 
landscape scale with focus on current conditions 
and potential of areas to host such habitats as old- 
growth forests. The large blocks of contiguous 
habitat that would be acquired within the 
boundaries of the project area would be more 
beneficial to wiidiffe species and biodiversity as a 
whole, than would unmanageable small isolated 
patches of habitat now in the landscape. 


Cumulative impacts: During recent history, human 
activites have altered landscapes in northeast 
agriculture, livestock grazing, and fire suppression 
have all contributed to the degradation of wiidiite 
habitat in the region. These various activities have 
fragmented habitats, lowered their quality and 
Quantity, and in some cases elirminated the habitat 
These impacts have reduced the potential of native 


species to sustain thew biological diversity 


Timber harvesting practices across the landscape 
have reduced torest complexity. The timber 
harvesting has also caused large scale 
fragmentation, not only for some vertebrate wildite 
species, but for future genetic transter for all Irving 
orgarusms that help sustain the integrity and health 
of forested ecosystems. Factors that have shown 
mcreased threats to forest health are wildfire. 
pests, and disease 


Between 10 and 15 percent of the old-growth 
forests remain in eastern Oregon (Henjum et al 














1994). The loss of 1.127 acres nm Phase 1 would 
add to the cumulative reduction of old-growth 
forests in eastern Oregon. Although continued 
logging would reduce overall old growth acreage. 
the cunwlative impacts to tfws resource and the 
wildide species relying on tts resource would be 
minimal. in the John Day Basin, for exarnpie. the 
SLM-administered lands considered for disposal! 
that have old growth comprise only 0.5 percent of 
the old growth in the basin; the Forest Service 
manages a iarge proportion of old growth that 
would fulfill old-growth wildite habitat needs. There 
would be some effects on species distribution, 
abundance, and diversity and also possible mmpact 
on population viability, especially for less mobile 
species 


in summary, there would be a loss of 1,127 acres 
of old-growth forest on disposal parcels m Phase 1, 
but a gain of 600 acres on acquisition lands. in the 
short term, phase one of the exchange would 
represent a net loss of 527 acres to wildiife species 
closely associated with the old-growth habitat type 


Impacts on Water Quality 
(Alternative 1) 


Wate’ quality in strearns on or near disposal 
foret ted parcels may be impacted by timber 
harvest operations. if soils are exposed or 
loosened, they may be more susceptible to erosion 
and carried by runoff into nearby strearns, thereby 
decreasing the water quality. Construction and 
maintenance of roads cov'ld add to the effects 
Compliance with the State Forest Practices Act 
would mirumize the inpacts and the wnpacts would 
be ternporary. After the harvest is completed and 
vegetation on roads, skid trails and other disturbed 
areas is reestablished by seeding, water quality 
would return to pre-harvest conditions 


Water quality could be affected by conversior of 
rangeland to agricultural production, which may 
result in increased sediment and agricultural 
chermcals carried by runoff to nearby streams 
This «S$ especially true for irrigated agriculture. 
where the irngation water itself may transport 
sediment and chernicais. This can be greatly 
reduced by the use of sprinkler systems which 
have much less overland flow than flood irrigation 


The streams located nearest to parcels that may be 
converted to agricultural use following exchange 
are Rock Creek in the John Day Basin, Dutter 
Creek, West Birch Creek, Cold Springs Creek, 
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Juniper Canyon and the Umatilla River in the 
Umatilla Basin, and Big Creek and Baim Creek in 
the Powder Basin. None of these streams has 
been ksted by Oregon DEO on the CWA Section 
303\d) ust of emparred waters. ‘ most cases. the 
eflects will be rrurumuized by the relatively small size 
and scatiered locations of the areas to be 
converted. impacts on the streams im the Umatilla 
Basin would be negligible because of the sandy 
sols, whch greatly reduce overland fiow 


The largest area that would be ; ... to agricultural 
use is near Baim Creek in Baker County. ft is 
anticipated that as much as 320 acres in Parce! 
B57 could be converted to wngated agnculture 
irmgetion would be by sprinkler which would keep 
overiand flow to a minimum, and the increase in 
effect in this heavily used agricultural area would 
be very small 

Water quality impacts on lands acquired by BLM 
would be muirumea! due to ermployment of best 
management practices. Blockiny land ownershy 
would give BLM more opportunities for wnproved 
management, which is expected to maintain or 
improve water quality 


Fisheries Impacts: 
Common for All Basins 
(Alternative 1) 


Likely wnpacts to the strearns wittwn disposal 
forested parcels from expected timber harvest 
(hkely within 5-10 years after disposal) could 
include reduced shade, increased sedimentation. 
less large wood recruitment, and slightly increased 
water t~:nperatures 


Arvy timber harvest on the disposal forested parcels 


‘nat are not adjacent to fish-bearing streams may 


have post-harvest effects on downstream fish 
habitats. Road construction related to logging can 
affect streams directly by accelerating erosion and 
2e0d.ment loading, by altering channel morphology 
and oy changing the runoff characteristics of 
watersheds. These processes interact to cause 
secondary changes in channel morphology. All of 
these changes affect fish habitats (Chamberiin et 
al. 1991) 


By blocking land ownership and increasing 
contiguous strearn miles, BLM can more easi'y 
implemen managemen strategies that faciitate 
fish habitat improvement. A shaded riparian/stream 
reach has the potential to decrease water 
ternperatures. For example, 0.25 mile of shaded 
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Soils Impacts: Common for 
All Basins (Alternative 1) 
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Cultura! Resource Impacts: 
Common for All Basins 
(Alternative 1) 
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Altnough apprommately 60 percent of Federal 
parcels Mave mo curren pubic access 

pporturuies to acquire fu'ure access are usually 
forgone when lands are transferred into private 
swnerstup. After the land ts exchanged from public 
tO private, access for tribal uses would be subrect 
(oO arrangements between the tribes and new 
property owners 


Paleontological Resources 
Impacts: Common for All 
Basins (Alternative 1) 


The inventory and evaluation of localities of 
veniebrate, Dotarmcal, and possibly invertebrate 
'ossas aS par of tts exchange proposal would 
protect any resources that are located 


Recreation Impacts: 
Common for All Basins 
(Alternative 1) 


Secreatonal use 1s not available to the public on 
nost of the parcels considered for disposa 

Acquired areas 
re expected to be in areas with legal access or 


because of lack of leoal acces 


reas that will provide new legal a0cess. as we! as 


. wr ere , c ++ af W ror Fr ve reac reat ~er 


> 


Timber Resources: 
Common for All Basins 
(Alternative 1) 


Management of trnber resources would be more 
efficent when forestiands are ¢ ne wito larger 
parcels. Generally the trnber resources being 

couired Nave smaher cameter trees han aisposa 
forestiands. Rete: also to Forestiands Commor 

for All Basins (Alternative 1} 


Livestock Grazing Impacts: 
Common for All Basins 
(Alternative 1) 


: ‘ ‘rrr v'é ; ar » wher , ‘ patterr re¢ sting fr ry 
the exchange. with BLM-adrwnictered lands being 
ered as in he 


re me @) ative irre ate rw re omit tr 
pres pitua would create ; PT VRS 














improved managemem. Disposal of remote 
isolated rangeland parcels would resull m fewer 
incidences of unauthorized use 


Alternative 2 (No 
Action) - Impacts 
Common to All 
Basins 


Alternative 2 impacts Common to all basins have 
been identified for forestiands. rangelands. npanan 
wetiand areas, wildife habitat, fishenes, recreation 
Cultural and paleontological, trnber, and lvestock 
grazing 








Forestiands: Common For 
All Basins (Alternative 2) 


Under Alternative 2, ownerstup of commercial 
forestiands would be unchanged in the short term 
Managernent of forested parcels would continue as 
outlined in the three RMPs (John Day, Two Rivers 
and Baker). The opportunity for BLM to consolbdate 
its forestiands into large biocks of stands adjacent 
to National Forest lands would be forgone or very 
immited. The opportunity to irmplement more 
efficrem ecosystem management practices on 
forestiands in the North Fork John Day River 
subbasin would be lost 


The isolated and scattered public land ownership 
pattern would remain. Without management or fire 
treatments, overstocked forest stands may hecome 
less vigorous and more unhealthy due to vegetative 
competition. Lack of fire would perpetuate these 
conditions unt another process (such as disease 
or insect outbreak) Cleanses the stand 


Large Tree Component Under the No Action 
Alternative, the nurnber of acres of BLM torestiands 
with large tree cormponents would not change 


There would be more potential for harvest of the 
large trees remainwng on the private lands than 
those currently on the public lands Sorne large 
trees on BLM-admunistered lands would be 
harvested, whch would be addressed in trrnber 
management plans 
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Rangelands: Common For 
All Basins (Alternative 2) 


Lite Change would occur trom the current 
condition. Scatiered parcels of rangelands would 
be retamned under Federal management. The 
opportunity to substantially mcrease management 
eficiency and influence on rangeland allotments 
would be forgone 


Riparian/Wetland Areas: 
Common For All Basins 
(Alternative 2) 


Under Attiernative 7. @ 1s uniikely that any 
coordinated management of mparnan habeats or 
appreciable wmprovemerts im then condition would 
Cour in the foreseeable tuture. All lands would 
continue under current management practices. wit 
withe of NO wHNMprovemern of rnparian habdats 
OCUTTING 


Riparian areas on public lands would remarn 
disconnected and difficull to manage for wiidiite 
and fishenes valves. Even with more conservative 
grazing management strategies. mtersive 
comphance and monitoring would be needed 
annually to effectively implement restoration 
processes The condition would continue to be 
mfivenced primarily by adjacent landowners. The 
wrted mparnan habdtat management funds would 
continue to be used for hugh priority areas where 
BLM-adrrumstered lands are biocked and contaw 
sizeable segments of fish habitat 


Wildlife Habitat/Special 
Status Species: 
Common For All Basins 
(Alternative 2) 


The No Action Aftternative would not change the 
current management of wildide resources on BLM 
adrrurustered lands in the project area. The 
jurtaposition of all sagebrush steppe. juniper 
steppe. riparian, and conderous forest habitats on 
BLM .adrrunstered land would remain in a 
scattered, fragmented pattern across the 
landscape Wiidite resources on these lands 
would continue to be very difficull to assess 
monitor, and manage and also would continue to 
be influenced by land practices appled by adjacent 
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landowners. The curmnulatwe effect of management 
aciwihes and habtal changes on BLM 
adrrwrustered lands wittwn the landscape would be 
Cause of the presem pattern of habcat 
fragmentation and small acreage imvolved 


‘Turwirnai 


Oid-growth Habitat No loss « acreage of parcels 
with old growth characteristics would be observed 
The BLM would have reduced opportunity, for an 
indefinite tine, to manage larger Contiguous Diocks 
of pubic land with a diversity of habdal types 
mcluding Old growth. comferous forest habitat 
comtamrwng large trees. and mparian areas. Under 
the No Action Alternative, ecosystem management 
and management of wildide resources would 
continue to becorne more Gifticull than under 
Alternative 1 


Impacts on Water Quality 
(Alternative 2) 


There would be no change trom the current 
conditions. Twnber harvests on BLM forested 
parcels would be designed to keep sor movernern 
nd water Quality mmpacts to a rmnmnum. Water 
Quality Conditions on most strearns on or near BLM 
parcels would continue to be largely determined by 
activities and management of adjoining 
landowners BLM would forge the opportunity tk 
manage for irnproved water quality on iarger Diocks 
f land 


Fisheries: Common For All 
Basins (Alternative 2) 


Disposal parcels contairwng fishery resources 
would rermnarn difficult for the BLM to manage 
Livestock grazing practices on these short strearr 
segments would continue to be deterrmned largely 
by adjacent landowners uniess parcels are 
segregated by fencing. Stream habitats im poor 
condition hkely would not change, and others that 
are m tau or good condition would likely remain the 
same also. Limited riparian habial management 
tunds would continue to be used for high priority 
areas where BLM-adcrwrwstered lands are biocked 
and contamn sizeable segments of fish habitat 


Recreation: Common For 
All Basins (Alternative 2) 


Recreational opportunites on most mentitied 
acoursition lands would remain twnited to the 
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prvele landowners. Recreational opportunities 
currently available to the pubic via ODF W 
easement would not be aflected 


Retention of lands considered for disposal would 
not empact current recreational opportunities. Due 
to the immied legal public access on approximately 
80 percert of the disposal parcels. most of these 
public lands would continue to be accessible only 
to adjacert landowners Recreation opportunities 
on those parcels with public access would continue 
to be inmated because of then small size and 
configuration 


Soils: Common For All 
Basins (Alternative 2) 


No effects on soils are expected beyond those 
ret cing trom emsting management practices 


Cultural Resources: 
Common For All Basins 
(Alternative 2) 


No change fromm existing condition 


Paleontological 
Resources: Common For 
All Basins (Alternative 2) 


No wnpacts are expected. Surveys done 
pretrrnary to disposal, along with the measures to 
take @ such resources are located, are expected to 
provide adequate protection for paleontological 
resource values 


Timber Resources: 
Common For All Basins 
(Alternative 2) 


Under Alternative 2, the isolated pubic forestiand 
parcels would be nanaged as 1s Current, done 
whch is as opportunities arise or afier damage 
occurs from insects, disease, or wildfire. Probierns 
associated with management of small parcels 
(such as timber theft, access tindations, costly 
tnber management operations, and insect darnage 
from stand neglect) would continue 


(09 











Livestock Grazina: 
Common For All ns 
(Alternative 2) 


Private lands would continue to be grazed atl 
curremt levels. The chance to elrrrwnate 
aGrrurvstration Costs on hundreds of grazing 
aliotments would be forgone. Grazing practices on 
many disposal lands would largely be mfiuenced by 
the surrounding private land operations. since BLM 
'S USually a rmmunority landowner m these allotments 


Alternative 3 - 
Impacts Common 
For All Basins 


Cormmon impacts for all basins (Atternative 3) have 
been identified for forestiands. rangelands. rpanan 
wetiand areas, wildiife, fic neries, recreation, 
Cultural and paleontoocical, timber, and Ivestock 


grazing 


Forestilands: Common For 
All Basins (Alternative 3) 


The isolated and scattered public land ownership 
pattern would largely remain unchanged Expected 
impacts would be similar to the No Action 
Alternative, with the absence of fire and 
management resulting in less healthy forest stands 
Most private forestiands not acquired by BLIV 
would reinain under intensive management of 
private landowners and timber cormparnes 


The opportunity for the BLM to consolidate pubic 
forestiands into large blocks adjacent to National 
Forest lands would be lwnited 


Large Tree Component Under Alternative 3, all 
forested parcels with a large tree component would 
be retained in public ownership. Any future BLM 
tender harvest plans would consider effects on the 
large tree cormponent Compared to large trees on 
public lands. the large trees remaimung on private 
lands would have ster potential to be harvested 
under Alternat As in Alternative |. there 
would be some harvest of large trees on BLM 
adrruristercd lands through trnber management 
plans 
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Rangelands: Common For 
All Basins (Alternative 3) 


Under tus allernatrve, fewer acres of rangeland 
habitat would be lost through conversion to 
agriculture or housing/industnal use than 
Atternatve 1. Fewer acres of rangeland would be 
acquired by the BLM. As a resull the BLM would 
have a reduced opportunity to mnprove rangeland 
habrat than under Attlernatrve 1 


Riparian/Wetland Areas: 
Common For All Basins 
(Alternative 3) 


Because fewer parcels would be acquired under 
thus alternative, the BLM would acquire fewer 
stream mites and riparian acres than under 
Alternative 1. Effects to riparian habitat from tiniber 
harvesting on disposal lands would be sirnlar tc 
those described in Alternative 1, bul on a smaller 
scale 


Wildlife ial 
Status ies: Common 
3) All Basins (Alternative 
3 


Under Alternative 3, fewer acres of a'i habitat types 
would be blocked in the project area for Phase 1 
and future transactions. The future benefits of 
having larger Diocks with a large tree cornponent 
including some with old-growth characteristics 
would be recognized at a much smatlier scale The 
majority of the acquisition land with npanan habrat 
would not be acquired 





Old growth Habitat Conierous forest parcels with 
large trees would be retained. No loss in old 
growth habitat would be observed, as these are 
included in the parcels with a large tree cornponent 
The fragmented nature of these parceis would 
continue to be a concern because of ther 
management Gifficuites Wiidite species 
associated with the habitat on these parcels would 
not be displaced in most instances. The ability of 
these parcels to support viable populations of many 
wildite species would still be in question because 
of thew juxtaposition in relationship to other habrtats 
and the effects of edge-adapted opporturst 
species on native wildife species (see discussion 
on disposal lands for Attlernative 1) 
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Impacts on Water Quality 
(Alternative 3) 


Fisheries: Common For All 
Basins (Alternative 3) 


‘rrr 


Recreation: Common For 
All Basins (Alternative 3) 


’ - — 
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Soils: Common For All 
Basins (Alternative 3) 


Cultural Resources: 
Common For All Basins 
(Alternative 3) 


, fur ty le acou re otner traorn ona use 
ttwn the NOALE area would be more 
vs +? B tarnat ve 4 ran WW ~~ A terna’t eo ‘ 


Paleontological 
Resources: Common For 
All Basins (Alternative 3) 


Pnase 1 exchanges are not expected to impact 


eontological resources 


Timber Resources: 
Common For All Basins 
(Alternative 3) 


future Outlook would be to continue to manage 
fed GiSposa! parcels as Opport 
nanage the tember resource after 
lamage occurs from insects, disease. or wildfire 
piems associated with management of sma 
wrmnber parcels (such as tember theft. access 
ov tation: costiy trnber manacemer opera’ 


neciect ‘ 


Livestock Grazing: 
Common For All Basins 
(Alternative 3) 
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Socioeconomic 
Impacts of Proposed 
Exchange 


Under the proposed exchange alternatrves, the 
acres and volume of merchantable timber managed 
by the BLM vanes by county. The appraised vaiue 
of the timber included when establishing the fair 
market value of each parce! and the Federal 
government would receive in return lands of equal 
value but with different mix of resources. The 
forested acrcs proposed for exchange into private 
ownership are isolated and unlikely to be harvested 
under Federa! management. Adjomng landowners 
and regional trmber compames would be most 

xely to cost effectively harvest lands they acquire 
There is a potential that the exchange would cause 
additional timber volume to flow to local processing 
facies in the short term (10 years) 


Under Alternative 1 (Phase 1), BLM holdings of 
forestiands would increase by approximately 3.000 
acres. However, BLM held merchantable timber 
volumes would expenence a net decrease of 
approximately 15.000 MBF in Grant, Wheeler 
Morrow, and Umatilla counties. A total of 16.280 
forested acres would Change ownerstup under ths 
alternative. Morrow and Umatilia counties would 
experience net increases in BLM managed forest 
acres and associated increases in timber volume 
Grant County would experience a net increase in 
BLM-managed forest acres, but a net decrease in 
BLM held timber volume. Wheeler County would 
expenence a net decrease in BLM-manacged forest 
acres and associated decrease in timber volume 
Volumes entering private ownership by county 
under Alternative 1 are as follows: Grant (50.549 
MBF). Morrow (2,568 MBF), Umatilla (2,681 MBF) 
and Wheeler (3,939 MBF). for a total of 59.700 
MBF. No volume enters private ownership in Baker 
or Union counties during Phase 1 of this 
alternative. BLM would acquire the following 
volumes by county: Grant (32.700 MBF). Morrow 

4 082 MBF). Umatilia (6.018 MBF), for a total of 
44 800 MBF. BLM would not acquire any timber 
volume in Wheeler, Baker, or Union counties under 
Alternative 1 


Alternative 2 (No Action) would not change the 
distribution or pattern of forested acres between 
BLM and private landowners 


Atterna’’ve 3 (Phase 1), an alternative Gesigned to 
retain in Federal ownership forestiands containing 
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large Giameter trees. would resull in no significant 
change mn torestiand ownerstup m Grant, Wheeler 
Morrow, and Umatilla counties. However. there 
would be a net Gecrease of 6.330 MBF of BLM held 
tember volume. A total of 2.326 forested acres 
would Change ownerstup under tfws alternatwe 
Umatila and Grant counties would expenence 
losses in BLM heid forest volume. Due to the 
Quality and type of trmberland exchanges im Grant 
County, BLM forested acres would experience no 
change im acres Gespite the net ioss of trmber 
volume. Volumes entering private ownership under 
Alternative 3 would be as follows: Grant (8.000 
MBF) and Umatilla (830 MBF). for a total of 8.830 
MBF. No volurne enters private ownership in 
Baker, Union, Wheeler. and Morrow counties under 
tts alternatvve. BLM would acquire the 2.500 MBF 
in Grant County and no timber volume in Wheeler 
Baker, Morrow, Umatilla. or Union counties under 
Alternative 3 


For analysis purposes. a 1s assumed that the 
forested acres entering private ownership througt 
he exchange would be harvested wittwn 10 years 
Although some of these lands have the potential for 
residential development that would favor reiairung a 
forest setting. private timber compamies desiring t 
DiocK up holdings are the most likely parties t 
acquire these lands 


Tax Impacts of Exchange 


As stated in Chapter 3, local county property tax 
rates, assessments, and the resulting revenue 
would be greatly influenced by state tax law and 
the passage of Ballot Measure 47. The BLM has 
no Girect infivence in taxation matters. The two 
exchange proposals being considered would 
Change the acres of private land subject to property 
tax in each County. Exchange of properties would 
be based on equa! fair market values. The net 
effect on asseseed value and tinal property tax 
collections would be the result of county 
government decisions to grant farm and forest 
deferrals and the assessed value assigned to any 
former Federal lands that are developed for 
commercial Of residential use after entering private 
ownership. This project does not address 
decisions that are the purview of state and county 
governments 


The two exchange proposals being considered 
would also Change the acres of Federal lands in 
each county. Payment in Lieu of Taxes to each 
county would be marginally affected. Historically 
the PILT rate for all afocted counties is $0. 10/acre 
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Impacts on Livestock 
Industry 
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impacts on Recreational 
Access and Opportunities 
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lable 4-1. Net Change in PILT bv County and Alternative (Phase 1) 
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Environmental 
Consequences in 
John Day Basin 


Alternative 1 (Preferred 
Alternative) 
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Special Status Wildlife Species 


Acquistion of wetland/nparian areas along the 
North Fork of the John Day River and as tributanes 
would provide important wantering habdat for the 
bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephaius), a Federally 
sted Threatened species in Oregon (Appendix B. 
Table G-2; USFWS 1997). Three baid eagle roosts 
that are currently on lands in private ownership 
would be included mm the acquisition. An addtional 
12 bald eagle roosts sites evist on BLM-managed 
lands that are within large biocks of private lands 
considered for acquisition 


Riparian/Wetland Habitat 


Phase 1 There would be a net increase of 59 miles 
of perenmal streams and 236-413 acres of 
associated nparian habitat on the acquired lands 
The acquisition lands contain approximately 71.5 
rules of mpanan habitat with perenmal water, and 
disposal lands contain apprommately 12.5 mites 
Thus exchange would be significant considering that 
285 ct the 378 terrestrial species (over 75%) known 
to occur in the Biue Mountains are either directly 
dependent on nmparian zones, or use them more 
than other habitats (Thomas 1979). These nparian 
areas are one of the most critical wildife habitats in 
the Biue Mountains, and the North Fork John Day 
River is an important widiife corridor and link to 
other habitats. The net increase in the amount of 
nparian/wetiand areas and associated contiguous 
miles of nparian habitat into public land ownerstp 
would provide increased opportunities to maintain 
or enhance habitats for wildiite 


Fisheries 


Phase 1 Acquisition of the private lands would 
bring nearly 60 miles of fish habitat (53.9 mies 
anadromous) within blocked landscapes into 
Federal management (Table 3-8) Apprommately 
8.25 miles of fish-bearing stream segments (5.15 
miles anadromous fish habitat) on 26 parceis would 
be disposed to private ownerstwp/management 
This exchange would result in a net gain of 51.15 
miles of fish habitat coming into BLM management 


The 8.25 miles of fish-bearing streams on 26 
disposal parcels includes 4.9 mules within range 
parcels and 3.35 miles of fish-bearing streams on 
16 forested parcels. Physical inpacts to the 
nparnian and stream resources on the disposal 
parcels would differ on rangeland and forestiand 
parcels. Because of the small size and isolated 
nature of the parcels, BLM has not actively 


Chapter 4 - Environmental Consequences 


managed grazing Livestock grazing. assumned to 
continue as before, would create no signdicant 
Change from current condmions 


Apprommately 170 acres of forestiand proposed for 
Gisposa! im the John Day Basin are wittun 1 mule of 
spawning and rearing bull trout habdat im Reynolds 
Creek. Another 280 acres of forestiand are 
between 3 and 6 miles upstream of migrating Dull 
trout habitat in the John Day River between John 
Day and Prairie City 


impacts to fishenes resources on disposed lands 
are expected to be minimal within the scale of the 
Jonn Day Basin. These wnpacts would not 
significantly contribute to the need to list the 
stecihead trout (Proposed Threatened) or the bul! 
trout (Proposed Threatened). The BLM is not 
knowingly proposing disposal of stream segments 
that are Crucial to any Proposed or Candidate 
Threatened or Endangered fish species survival 
Most stream segments on disposal tract are short 
reaches, in poor to tair condition and not 
manageable. When considering acquisition of 60 
mules of contiguous, manageable anadromous and 
resident salmon fish habitat, conclusions are 
Grawn that the proposed action would benefit 
fishery habitats (including bull and steelhead trout) 
in the John Day Basin. in the long term, it is 
expected that fish habitat in the John Day Basin 
acquisition areas would mnprove through 
implernentation of management strategies that 
faciitate vegetation recovery 


Future Phases’ Apprommately 4.6 miles of 
anadromous fish habitat could be acquired in Rudo 
and Holmes Creeks, and approurmately 1.7 mules 
of anadromous fish habitat would be disposed 
within the Cottonwood Creek drainage (Table 3-4) 
Also, 7.3 miles of non-perenma: stream channets 
and 0.5 mules of perenmal streams (all non fish- 
bearing) would be transferred into private 
ownership (Table 3-6). The wnpacts of exchanging 
these habitats to private landowners would be 
setwlar to Phase 1 lands 


Recreational Resources 


Phase 1 Public recreation opportunites would be 
lost on the lands considered for disposal Mowever 
considering thew inited legal access (only 20 
percent), the loss of these recreational 
opportunites 1s expected to affect few pubic land 
users 


Acquiring lands within the North Fo:k John Day 
River drainage would provide an outstanding 
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Chapter 4 - Environmental Consequences 
Livestock Grazing 


Phase! An estrnated tve new grazing allotments 
would be formed trom acquistion lands, with most 
new lands being added to existing allotments 
Grazing leases on 108 grazing allotments would be 
totally or partially canceled and 6.139 AUMs o”* 
forage transferred to private ownership 


Based on professional judgement, the acquired 
lands likely have forage Capacities to support 6- 15 
acres per AUM. An assessment of the acquired 
lands conducted after the exchange would 
deterrmune appropriate levels of grazing m 
consideration of other resources. Based on about 
47.400 acres being acquired and depending on 
forage conditions, an estimated 3,160 to 5.925 
AUMs of forage could be permitted 


By intensively managing Investock and Changing 
grazing seasons, forage production Could increase 
depending upon Climatic and sol Conditions 
Woody and herbaceous species could also 
mcrease m riparian ares 


Future Phases Grazing leases on 8 grazing 
allotments would be totally or partially cancetied, 
and 180 AUMs of forage would be transferred into 
private ownerstp 


Alternative 2 (No Action 
Alternative) 


Forestiands 


Reter to Effects Common to All Basins (Atternative 


2) 


Rangelands 


Reter to Effects Common to All Basins (Afternative 
2' 


Riparian Wetlands 


Reter to Effects Common to All Basins (Afternative 
2) 


Special Status Plant Species 


The upnortunity to acquire land in the North Fork 
John Day River corridor and Rudio Mountain 
habitat areas would be forgone, as would the 
possibility of potentially acquiring additional 
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populations of errowleal thelypody. Acquisition of 
additional South Fork John Day milkvetch 
populations would also be forgone under the No 
Acton Alternative 


Two parcels Containing arrowleal thelypody would 
remain in Federal ownerstup, as would numerous 
known and unknown populations Nevius’ 
chaenacts, a species of interest. Based on 
existing inventory, the two parcels Contaming 
arrowleal thelypody would recerve management by 
BLM. primarily in the form of periodic monitoring. 
Due to the scatiered nature of the public lands. all 
other populations would not likely receive either 
management of monitoring 


Wildlife Habitat/Special Status 
Species 


Acquisition of over 75 miles of riparian habitat, 
including Bald eagle wintering habitat would be 
foregone See “Wildite Habitat/Special Status 
Species” in “Common to All Basins for Alternative 
3° 


Fisheries 


The opportunity to acquire over 60 miles of fish 
habitat on the North Fork and South Fork John Day 
Rivers in large contiguous land blocks would be 
forgone. Continued and increased tinber 
harvesting and associated road construction/ 
reconstruction along these strearn corridors would 
continue to produce sedimentation wnpacts to 
fishery habitats 


Recreational Resources 


Rete’ to Effects Common to All Basins 


State Scenic Waterways 


With no exchange, land use patterns are likely to 
remain unchanged Private lands within these river 
corndors could potentially be developed or be 
subject to land uses that may inpact thew scenic 
qualities Federal lands within these corridors 
would likely rermain unchanged, and not be subject 
to development thal could inpai the scenic 
Qualities of the river corridors 


/e/ 








Wild and Scenic Rivers 


The opportunity to acquire 4 miles of the South 
Fork John Day Wild and Scenic River would be 
forgone. There would be no wnpact to publicly 
owned segments of Wild and Scenic Rivers 


Apprommately 130 acres, including 0.2 stream 
miles, within the proposed Wild and Scenic River 


Corndor on the South Fork John Day River would 
be retained in Federal ownerstup 


Floodplains 


The opportunity to acquire over 280 acres of 
floodplain lands on the North and South Forks of 
the John Day River would be forgone. Ten acres of 
FEMA-designated floodplain lands on the South 
Fork John Day would not be disposed and would 
remain under Federal management 


Soils 


There would be no additional impacts to soils or 
prime and unique farmlands 

Under this alternative, no mmpacts to soils would 
occur on the public lands. Parcel M30 and its 
portion of Prime Farmiand would be retained in 
public ownership, and the current vegetation 
regime would remain, protecting the site from soil 
erosion 


Cultural Resources 


Rieter to Effects Common to All Basins (Alternative 
2) 


Paleontological Resources 


No significant effect would occur to fossil resources 
# the exch.nge does not occur 


Timber Resources 


Rieter to Effects Common to All Basins (Alternative 
2) 


Livestock Grazing 


Reter to Effects Common to All Basins (Alternative 
2) 


Chapter 4 - Enviror:nental Consequences 
Alternative 3 (Retention 
Alternative) 


Apprommately 31.000 acres of public land (240 
acres) would be Gisposed m Altternatrve 3 (Maps 5- 
7 and Table 4-1). Tis would be 23,400 acres (179 
parceis) less than Aftlernatwe 1. The proposed 
retention parcels contain large trees (Table A-3 m 
Append A) 


Forestiands 


Atternative 3 would dispose apprommatety 1.000 
acres of forestiands thal are generally solated and 
scatiered throughout Grant, Umatilla, and Morrow 
counties. The BLM would acquire approumatety 
1,160 acres of forestiands within the JV Ranch 
which 1s adjacertt to the Umatilia National Forest 
and scattered BLM parcels not considered for 
disposal. Average forest stand sizes on the 
acquired lands are not significantly different from 
those on disposal parcels. Forested stands on the 
JV Ranch are primarily stringers of trnber along 
Grainage bottoms and north facing slopes The 
opportunity to gain additional forestiands im blocked 
patterns would be forgone 


The opportunity to implement more efficient 
ecosystem management practices on forestiands 
along the North Fork John Day River corndor would 


be forgone 


Large Tree Component Under Alternative 3, 
apprommately 370 acres of forestlands coniamwng a 
large tree component would be acquired. No BLM 
forestiands with large tree components would be 
disposed 


Rangelands 


Reter to Effects Common to Ali Basins (Afternatwe 
3) 


Riparian/Wetland Areas 


Apprommately 16.5 miles of nparian habitat could 
be acquired on fish-bearing and non fish. bearing 
strearns About 5 miles of riparian habitat would be 
disposed, for a net gain of 13.5 miles of nparian 
habitat. This exchange would result in a net gain 
of between 54 and 95 acres of rpanan habitat 
About 36 mules of non-perennial strearns would be 
acquired, and apprommately 21 miles of non 
perennial strearn channels would be disposed for a 
net gain of 15 miles. isolated areas of riparian 
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vegetative species can be found on these non 

perennial Channets implementing mensrve 

yrazing management on the acgurred JV Ranch 

would allow mparan plart corwrnurities to enprove 
ve’ time 


Effects to mparnan habitat trom trnber harvesting on 
Paposal lands would be siniar to Those Gescribed 

Atternative 1. but on a smaiier scale Nearly 
every forested parcel with perenmal strearns would 
be retained under Aflernatrve 3 


Special Status Plant Species 


Two parcels containing arrowleal thetypody would 
transter to private ownerstwp, as would populations 
' Newws chaenacts., a species of milerest. fis 
kely, however, that a small number of certamn 
pahorns (special status speces, primary) 
i be retained *ased on thew apparert value to 
peces as a whole for such values as cenetc 


ty and range tr noe 


populations transternng into private 
nershup, @ 1s bkely that land uses would remain 
"we same and hat there would De 0 adverse 
ct to these populations. Disposal of parcels 
a! status and other species would 
grificart loss of genetic diversity 
mn -ederal lands since all species are 
represented on adjacent Federal lands proposed 
ing both BLM and Forest 


However, some loss m diversity 


tarrwng spe 


ts o om P 
. ; ’ 4 





; ; teary? , ry 


ete 
ryvice iands 
id ooour with transfer of many lower-elevation 

parcels ito private ownershwo. wruch would leave a 


apm Fe ect ‘> Ow ersnp withun frrs elevation 


ne Biologcally, however, ¢ «6 expected that 
t of these populations would rema table 
eT private wry rg 

The opportunity to acquire land im the North Fork 
nn Day and Rudio Mountam habitat areas would 


; 


be forgone, as would the possibility CQuITING 
:dditronal populatior of arr wieat thelypody and 


‘her species ikely to Cocur mm these areas 


Wildlife 


Among areas mot acgquwired would be most of tne 
North Fork of the John Day River corndor and 
my tributanes that provide wintering Nabtat for 
ne specal status species te federally sted 
Threatened baid eagle (Appends 8B. Tabie 6-1 
PYVS 1997 
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Fisheries 


Apprommately 17.7 miles of anadromous fish 
nabtat would be acquired wittwn the JV Ranch 
About 3.6 miles of lish habitat on 6 parcels (G28. 
70, 110, 1338, 1368, 167, 261, end UMS54) would 
be Gisposed. impacts to fish habtal would be 
rrerumal, since only one Gisposal parcel (UNS54) 
contains trnber adjacent to a fish bearing stream 
0 05 mules) that potentially could be harvested 


The other seven parce’s flow through rangelands 
The opportunity to acquire an additional 33 miles of 
fish habitat im large contiguous land blocks would 
be forgone 


Recreation 


Recreational opportunities on about 44.300 of the 
64 300 acres of private lanos considered for 
2CQuisition (all phases) in the John Day Basin 
would remain lrmited to the private landowners 
Recreational opportunities currently available to the 
public via ODF W easement on the North Fork John 
Day Fiver would not be affected 


Public access would be available on a 20,000-acre 
and block (currently known as the JV Ranch) 

which includes the Wall, Latie Wall, Diach, and 

Cabin Creek drainages Future management plans 
{the acquired lands would address dispersed 

recreation and road access. Public access on 

ands considered for disposal would be similar to 

Alternative 1 


State Scenic Waterways 


Disposal of five parcels (G41, 278, 703, 430, and 
428), totaling 200 acres with 0.3 river mules. that 
are within the Middle and South Fork John Day 
State Soemc Waterways would increase the 
wkelihood of future land use and development on 
those parcels. Land uses that could wnpact Soenic 
Waterway Corndors include logging, road building 
and construction development, arnong others 
Conversely, the acouisition of 0.3 nver miles and 80 
acres wittwn State Soern Waterway Corndors on 
the North Fork John Day River into federal 
management would decrease the thkelimood of 
Jeveliopment on these lands 


Wild and Scenic Rivers 


Since no lands wittwn Wid and Soenic River 
mdors would he sp 566. There would be fn 
efiect to thes resourne from the ¢ yrrere sMuation 


Also, no lands wittun Wild and Scenic River 
corndors would be acquired under tus aternative 
The opportunity to acquire 3 miles of the South 
Fork John Day Wild and Soenic River with public 
access would be forgone 


Floodplains 


There would be no impact to floodplains. The 
opportunity to acquire over 280 acres of floodplain 
lands on the North and South Forks of the John 
Day River would be fcrgone. Ten acres of FEMA. 
designated floodplain la’ .ds on the South Fork John 
Day would not be disposed and would remain 


under Federal management 
Soils 


No adve’se impacts to soil resources or prime and 
unique tarmiands is anticipated from acquiring the 
private lands. Effects to soils resources on 
disposal lands would be similar to Aftlernative 1 


Cultural Resources 


Phase | exchanges are not expected to affect 
cultural resources 


Traditional Use Areas. The wnpacts to traditional 
use areas and treaty rights would be sirnilar to 
Alternative 1. However, the opportunity would be 
forgone to acquire and consolidate lands that would 
contribute substantially to tribe access and use of 
traditional areas on the North Fork John Day River 


Paleontological Resources 


Phase | exchanges are not expected to impact 
paleontological resources 


Timber Resources 


Apprommate,y 1,000 acres of commercial 
forestiands (about 6 MMBF) would be disposed 
and approximately 1,160 acres of commercial 
forestiands would be acquired (about 2 5 MMBF) 
Actual trrnber valves are not available unti 
apprarsais are completed. The opportunity to block 
ownerstup and to acquire better site class lands 
would be forgone 


Livestock Grazing 


One emisting grazing allotment would be retained 
fromm aoguisition of lands in the JV Ranch. Thus 


Chapter 4 - Environmental Consequences 


allotment would be composed almost entwely of 
public lands. Grazing leases on 21 grazing 
alictments would be canceled entirely, and ancther 
23 aliotmerts would have portions of thew leased 
public lands Gisposed. About 2.100 AUMs of 
forage would be transferred imto private ownership 


Based on professional judgement. the acquired 
lands would likely have forage Capacities to supp or 
between 6-15 acres perAUM An assessment of 
the acquired lands conducted after the exchange 
would Getermine appropriate levels of grazing m 
consideration of other resources. With about 
20.000 acres being acquired, @ 1s estrmated that 
apprommately 1.333-2.500 AUMs could be 
permutied, based on forage conditions 


By imensively managing livestock and changing 
grazing seasons, forage production could increase 
Gepending upon climatic and sod Conditions 
Woody and herbaceous species could also 
increase in mparian areas 


Environmental 
Consequences in 
Umatilla Basin 


Parcel-specitic impacts associated with disposal of 
59 parcets of public lands managed by the BLM 
and potential acquisition areas, where known. in 
the Umatitia Basin are discussed below by 
resource value and alternative PReterence 
beginning of Chapter 3 for Common impacts to 
Resources For All Basins and Socioeconormic 
impacts Common To All Basins 


Alternative 1 (Preferred 
Action) 


This alternative would dispose of 7.157 acres of 
public land (69 parcels) and acquire ar 
undetermined acreage of equitable value, including 
840 acres identified to date (Map 4: Table 4-1. and 
Tables A-1a and A-1b in Appendi« A) 


Forestlands 


Phase! in Phase 1, the BLM would depose of 
416 acres of forestiands that are generally isolated 
and scattered m two countes: Umatilla and 
Morrow. The disposal lands i“ located on 13 
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Chapter 4 - Environmental Consequence: 


Apprommately 3 rr es of mparian habdat on the resulting m destructior of those population: 

Norr Fork Vda a Va a River 3aew es of Orr Consultat aa wir Oregon Natura rHert2oe 
perenma!l streams, anc 12-21 acres of mparian area Program personnel indicates that loss of these 

could potentially be acquired populations would not contribute to the need to ist 


those species as threatened or endangered. nor 
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Livestock Grazing Alternative 2 (No Action) 
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Recreation Alternative 3 (Retention 
Alternative) 


’ ‘ wirnare’y RS are 
‘ ea ve Derse ae eat 
the North Fork Walla Walla River may Jnder Atlernatrve 3, there would De 1,032 acres 
Thys parce accessible by hung tra ysposed in 22 parcels and an undetermined 
» Nationa! Forest acreage of equitable value acquired (Map 8 and 


a 


sbie 4-1). Thws acreage is 6, 127 acres (47 
els) less than Alternate 1. The 640 acres 
‘ potential acquisition im Alternative 1 


would not be acouired m thus alternative. The 


: se, . 4 
_ proposed retention parcels Nave other iarge tree 
ponent or Columbia shrub-steppe (Table A-3 in 
Anoendu A 
Soils 
7 Forestlands 
‘* y 


Phase 1 The BLM would dispose of 166 acres of 
rested Dut wns on f parcels (M10 UMS-11 
13 4 468 in the future, an additional 1© acres on 

ne parcel would be disposed (UM12) 
Cultural Resources 
Future Phases At the conclusion of future ohase: 


rye 7 ‘a re Su ’ 4 f iM rested ar re age would 


181 acres. There wou'd be 14 isolated BLM 
© Nabitat treaty re rce oF forested parcels remaining in the Umatilla Basin 
Ve 9 11-13. 15: UM40-46. & 62). which would be 
etiiment and t Dr OPwbalewe manage ! 
, ' 


res! health 


; ’ jelands disposed in Phase 1 
erpected iM ed rangeiansd purl ‘ 
"er dst | Rangeland vegetation would be 
Paleontological Resources ted on only 6 acres (Parcel UN63) TI 
100 Next io Mer ! cemetery and 
, f ’ ’ trv 


Timber Resources Riparian/Wetland Areas 


Grazing 
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management agreements may be estabirshed with 
adjowung landowners or other entities. Retaining 
these parcels m public ownership would prevent 
these smail patches of Columbia Basin shrub 
steppe vegetation communities from being 
converted to agricultural or other uses 


Special Status Plant Species 


in thus allernatrve, Parcels UM20 and UM21 (which 
have special status species on them) would be 
retained in public Ownership. There would be no 
effect on the manageable populations of Astragalus 
sclerocarpus and Astragalus succumbens found on 
these parcels, nor any other special status plant 
species 


Wildlife/Special Species/Old 
Growth 


Reter to Effects Common to All Basins (Alternative 
3) 


Fisheries 


Approximately 0.32 miles of perennial streams 
would be disposed in Phase 1 and another 0.01 
rules in future phases. Alternative 3 may eliminate 
tk2 Opportunity to acquire perennial fish-bearing 
stream habitat in the North Fork Walla Walla River 
drainage 


Recreation 


The effect on recreation al opportunites under this 
alternative would be mu imal. There may be a 
forfeited opportunity to acquire approximately 640 
acres of accessible forest and rangelands on the 
North Fork Walla Walla River. The access is by 
hiking trail from the Urnatdia National Forest 


Access Under ths alternative, all parcels witt 
public access, except for two (UM63 and 77) 
would be retained in public ownership Parcel 
UM77 (70-acre) would be disposed in Phase |, an 
UM63 (6 acres) would be disposed in future 
transactions. Dispersed recreation opportunites 
for the general public on these two parcels would 
be lost 


Floodplains 


No effect on FEMA designated floodplains. (Same 
as Alternative 1 and 2) 


Chapter 4 - Environmental Consequences 
Soils 


Rangeland vegetation would be lost on only one 6- 
acre parce! (UM63), which would be used for 
mdustral, rural residential, or other use after the 
exchange. Penodic disturbance to the soils would 
occur after disposal of this parcel to private 
ownerstup, but the soils would aisu be largely 
protected from erosion by vegetative cover 


Prime/Unique Farmiangs: All parcels with soils 
Classified as prime farmiand would be retained in 


public ownership in this alternative. 1 ere would 
be no effect to this resource. 


Cultural Resources 


Traditional Use Areas: Same as Alternative 2 


Pairontological Resources 
Reter to Effects Common to All Basins (Alternative 
3) 


Timber Resources 


Approximately 166 acres (Parcels M'0; UM9-11.13 
& 48) of commercial forestiands would be disposed 
in Phase 1, and an additional 15 acres (UM12) in 
future phases. Disposal parcels would reduce the 
Baker Resource Area's comm: rcial forest base by 
181 acres. Timber volume on disposal parcels 
would be determined beftr re the final project is 
puh'ished 


Livestock Grazing 


in Phase 1, grazing leases on 9 disposed parcels 
would be canceied and 53 AUMs of forage would 
be transferred into private ownerstup (Parcels M14 
UM9-11, 13-16. 447) There would be no change 
mm the management of parcels retamned in thus 
alternative, and those parcels with grazing leases 
would continue to be grazed. Parcel UM12. wroch 
has a grazing lease for 2 AU's, would be disposed 
nm a future phase 


Air Quality 


One small parcel (UM63, to\alng 6 acres) might be 
converted to other use after disposal. The loss of 
residual vegetation would add minor amounts of 
Gust to the air on a temporary basis 
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Alternative 1 (Preferred 
Alternative) 


Forestiands 
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—_—— ry the tota forest anos 
mately 538 acres on 14 parcels 
~—w32 65 7 26-28. 39. 47 4? 52 64 68 anc 71) 


” ‘ ,isrrnr trae component Among the forested 
put nds with large tree component being 
retamned in BLM management are 182 acres wittur 
the Upper Grande Ronde Basir 


Rangelands 
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Recreation 


Dispersed recreational activities on 23 parcels wit 
legal public access would be lost. The parcels are 
UN1-4, 7, 12, 14, 17, 18, 21, 24-27, 37, 38, 42, 61 
64, 68. and 71. On the 11 parcels that are small 
40 acres), the recreational opportunites are 


mited and the users affected would be few. These 


11 parcels are UN4, 12, 24, 37,38, 42, 61, 63, 64 
638. and 71 


Disposal of the 20 parcels that have mo access 
would have mmurumal impact to the recreationa 
opporiunity and uses for the genera! pubic, as the 
lands are only legally accessible to acjacer 

mndowners and those who secure porrussion to 
cross imervering private land 


State Scenic Waterway 


A small parcel (UN69) is partially located with the 
Minam River State Scenic Waterway corndcr near 
river mile 1. Because less than 20 acres is withwr 
the corridor and none of the parcel is adjacent t 
the river it 1s Not lkely thal Gisposa!l would inpact 
the Significant Attribu’es for which the nver was 


of © or ate . 


Floodplains 


The exchange w } have no wnpacts 
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16-28. 37-39, 41, 42, 61-64, 68. 69. and 71 
(Appendic A, Tables A-1a and A-1b). The tember 
volume, to be Cetermruned tater, would be removed 
trom the public resource base. Undetermned 
amnounts of trnber volume/acres could be 


acquired 


Livestock Grazing 


Grazing leases on the 32 parcels currently leased 
would be canceled and 254 AUMs of forage would 
be transterred into private ownersh« 
parcels are UN3, 7, 9-12, 16-29, 34-39, 41, 42. ar 
61-44. Since these parrcis would likely be 
transterred to the adjomuing landowner or lessee 


there would be no anticipated eect on ar y lessee 


Alternative 2 (No Action) 


Ret, rerce { rrry , rng act ins A fa " 
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been identified tor ths basir 
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Riparian/Wetland Areas 


A ve 3 x Da wit? a'\a 
eas Ww } be disposed (Parceis UN! 
144). Compared to Atternative 1 
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Fisheries 


Recreation 


State Scenic Waterway 
Floodplains 
Soils 
Cultural Resources 
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Paleontological Resources 
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Timber Resources 


The disposal of apprommately 1.426 acres of 
mmercial forestiand under Atlernatrve 3 would 
reduce iv Rake ‘ Resource Area's commercial 
forest base Tenber volumes. to be determmed 
ater would r © TrerTw ved frorn the c soc resource 
base Undetermmned amounts of tenber acrea 


Te « iG be scoured 


Livestock Grazing 


sfa7ing east nm 21 of the parce's currerifly 

eased would be canceled and 149 AUMs of forage 

would be transterred into private owne:shp. The 

iffected parcels would be UN9-12, 16-05, 29, 34 

-m and6!) Grazing would kelly contmwe with th 
me management and intensity on all disposed 
act fa7ing eases On parcels réetamed in put 
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Alternative 1 (Preferred 
Alternative) 


Apprommiately 27.217 acres of public land (246 
parcels) would be disposed under tfus allernatrve 
(Map Table 4-1. and Tables A-14 and A-1b in 
Appendma A) 


Forestiands 


Under Alternative 1 (Preferred Action), the lands 
proposed for disposal include apprommately 1.971 
acres of forestiands (66 parcels). Ths acreage 
represerits less than 0.3 perce of the total 
forestiand in thus basin for all ownerstips. The 

t ced forestiand disposal weuld reduce the 
BLM torest holdings from approximately 17,000 to 
15,039 acres in the Powcer River Basin. It is 
anticipated that BLM may acquire forestiands in the 
Lookout Mountain and Dooley Mountain areas, 
wich would likely result in a net gain of forested 
property transferring to public ownership mm thus 
basm 


Large Tree Component: Approximately 471 ac es 
of torestiands with a large tree componev on 23 
parcels would be disposed (8-1, 71, 128.136, 135 
138, 144, 158, 160, 162, 177-179, 184, 193, 197 
199, 213, 226, 227, and 240). BLM would retain 
5.965 acres with a large tree component within the 
Powder River Basin. Since the acquisition areas of 
wierest contain forested lands. # 1s anticipated that 
sume areas with a large tree Componeri (such as 
the Lookout Mountain area) would De acquired 


Rangelands 


The BLM May acquire some acreage of rangeland 
vegetation However, because acoursition areas of 
nierest ernphasize forestiands, so: ne decline in 
BLM ownersivp of rangeland vegetation acreage 


may result 


Management and use on most! disposed parcels 
would not likely change. No change in rangeland 
vegetation cover or Conamon is Wkely fo occur 
except on those portions of 2 parcels hely to be 


converted 16 agre unture (‘Bw and 57) 


Riparian/Wetland Areas 


Linder Alternative 1. an estimated 8 mules of 
perennial streams (with 32-56 acres of associated 
nparnan areas) and 16.5 miles of intermittent 
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strearns would be disposed m the Powder River 
Basin 


Special Status Plant Species 


Potential acquisition lands within the Snake River 
breaks/_ookout Mountain may have some habitat 
for Sne <e River goldenweed (Haplopappus 
radial. 3), a State-isted endangered species ft 1s 
possi e that BLM would acquire some habitat for 
thes sepeces. Until specific lands are identified for 
acquisition, however, @ 1s not possible to quantity 
potential habitat gains for ttws or any other special 
Status species 


There is potential tor Haplopappus rad.atus and 
possibly other special status plamt species to occur 
on disposal parcels. Some populations of these 
species could be transferred to private ownerstwp 
under Afternatrve 1. Parcels considered for 
disposal have not been inventoried, therefore 
neither the potential effects on the future status of 
any special Status species nor the potential loss of 
habitat can be ::valuated at tiws trne. Land use on 
most disposed parcels is not expected to change 
$0 there would be no adverse wnpact o 
populations 


invent »nes Gone before the exchange would 

dentt, any special status species, and subsequer' 
environmental assessments tered to ttws EIS 
wou'J provide protective measures 


Wildlife/Special Status Species/ 
Old Growth 


Reter to Effects ( 
1) 


‘TyTWO" t\~ A Bas re (Alterr 3" 6 


Fisheries 


‘Ss ahernative would dispose of approunnatey 


92 mules of Streams, including 6.87 miles of fre? 
t ef; ning strearnns and 7 0% rrols i. =. Dear } 
strearns 
Recreation 


Dispersed recreational activites on 61 Grapose 
parcels with public access would be lost Becaus 
most of these parcels are small, recreation 
opportunities are irnited Other parcels, without 
legal access, are available to use only by au, «ent 
landowners and those able to sccure permission | 
cross imterverung private land 


Final E's 19.8-133 
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Alternative 2 (No Action) covuts be transterred to private ownerstp under thus 


attlernatvve Potertial effects on any species found 
to exis? On Gisposal parcels would be evaluated « 
subsequent environmental assessments tered * 
ws EIS. in most cases, land use on parcels 
transferred would remam the same and there would 
be NO adverse mnpact on populatons 


Reference beginning of Chapter 4 (4aernatve 2 
impacts Common to All Basins). excot for 
following resources 


Visual Resources 
Under tus allernatve, BLM could acowre habtat 
No effect ‘or Haplopappus radiatus, although the chances 


Floodplains 
Wildlife/Special Status Species/ 
No effect Old Growth 


may be somewnat less than under Allernative 1 
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Alternative 3 (Retention . 


Alternative) 
Fisheries 


Approximately 22,656 acres (223 parcels) would bx 

reaposed m Alternative 3 (Map 6). Ths acrea Heter to Effects ( mrmon to All Base Alter 
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anv as over 110.000 acres would be acquired 
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Similarly the combined land exchanges would 
result in the acquisition of about 73 net miles of 
anadromous fish habitat. Habitat improvements 
ire already evident since the acquisition of 20 
miles of Bridge Creek. Similar benefits are 
anticipated along the North and South Forks of th 
Jonn Day River 

Because the BLM would acquire contiguous blocks 
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Federal Register (FR) - Daily government 
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Management that has been designated for specia 
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intermittent Stream - A stream that flows only at 
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Large tree - ree that measures at least 21 inches 
jiameter at breast height (4.5 feet above ground on 


pri siGe of tree 
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Late-Seral - Ecological condition class 
corresponding to 51 to 75 percent of the plant 
composition found in the potential natural plant 
community 


Leasable minerals - Minerals that may be leased 
to private interests by the Federal government. 
includes oil, gas, geothermal, coal, and sodium 
compounds 


Lithic - A stone or rock that may be either abraded 
into the proper form for use as a too! or shaped Dy 
knocking pieces (flakes) off. A cluster of flakes ts 
called a “lithic scatter.” 


Locatable minerals - Vineras subject to 
exploration, development, and disposal! by staking 
mining claims as authorized by the Mining Law of 
1872, as amended; includes Geposits of gold, 
silver, and other uncommon minerals not subject to 
lease or sale 


Mainstem - The main channe! of the nver in a river 
basin, as opposed to the streams and smaller 
rivers that feed into it 


Management Framework Plan (MFP) - Previous 
name for land use plans developed by the Bureau 
of Land Managemont; replaced by the Resource 
Management Pian (RMP) 


Monitoring and Evaluation - Collection anc 
analysis of data to evaluate the progress and 
effectiveness of on-the-ground actions in meeting 
resource management goals and objectives 


National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 
(NEPA) - Law requiring ali Federal agencies to 
evaluate the impacts of proposed mayor Federa’ 
actions with respect to their significance on the 
human environment 


National Wildlife Refuge (NWR) - An area 
administered by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
for the purpose of managing certain fish or wiidiite 
species 


Non-perennial stream - intermittent stream: one 
that does not have flowing water on a year round 


basis under normal Climatic conditions 


Noxious Weed - A piant specified as being 
especially undesirable, troublesome. and difficult to 
control 


Off-Road Vehicle - Any moto"ized track or wheeled 
vehicle designed for cross-country travel over any 
type of natural terrain 


Glossary 


Old-Growth - Older forests that differ significantly 
from younger forests in structure, ecological 
function, anc species Composition. Minimum 
Stancards: 10 or more large trees over 21 inches 
abn per acre and 40-69 percent canopy closure of 
dominant trees 


Perennial Stream - A stream that ordinanly has 
running water On a year-round basis 


ppb - parts per dillon: screntitic unt of measure 
ppm - parts per million; scientific unit of measure 


Preferred Alternative - The alternative plan in the 
Draft EIS that the agency has initially selected as 
the best to fulfill the agency's statutory mission and 
responsibilities and offers the most acceptable 
resolution of the planning issues 2nd management 
concerns 


Prehistoric - Penod wherein Native Amencan 
Cultural activities took place which were not yet 
influenced by contact with histonc nonnative 
culiures 


Prescribed Fire - introduction of fire to an area 
under regulated conditions for specific 
management purposes (usually vegetation 
manipulation) 


Prime or unique farmiana (PUF) - Prime farmang 
iS land best suited for production of food, feec. 
forage, fiber, and orlseed crops: its soil properties 
growing season, and meisture supply can generally 
suppor sols Capable of producing sustained high 
yields economicaily 


Unique farmiand is land other than prime tarmiand 
that is used for the production of specific high valve 
food and fber crops, such as tree nuts, fruits, and 
vegetabies. it has the special combination of so 
Quality, location, growing season, and moisture 
supply needed to economically produce sustained 
high quality and/or high yields of a specific crop 
when treated and managed according to 
acceptable farming methods 


Properly Functioning Condition (PFC) 
Ripanan-wetiand areas are functioning properly 
when adequate vegetation, landform, or large 
woody debris is present to dissipate stream energy 
associated with high watertiows, thereby reducing 
erosion and improving water quality, filler sediment 
capture bedioad, and aid floodplain deveicpment: 
improve flood-water retention and ground-water 
recharge, Gevelop root masses that stabilize 
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purposes, sucn as pipelnes, roads. terepnone 
nes. eleciric wnes. and reservors 


Riparian Area - Area with cistinctive sol and 
vegetation between a stream or other body of water 
and the adjacent upland; includes wetlands and 
oodpiains and valley bottoms 


nnmpanan vegetation 


Saiable Minerals - High volume. low value minera 
resources incilucing Common vaneties of rock, clay 
Jecorative stone, sand, gravel, and cinder 


Shrub - A low. woody plant. usuallv with several 
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siems ai May vice 1000 and/or Cover Tor 


mane Status arhcsteagael Plant or animal species 
n one of the following categones: Federally listed 
threatened or endangered species, species 
proposed for Federal listing as threatenes or 
ndangered, candidate species for Federal listing 
State listed species, Bureau sensitive species, or 
Sureau assessment species (see separate 


e* -.? on n° eacn) 
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Species Diversity - The number, variety, and 
relative abundances of species occurring in a given 


area 


Species of Special Interest or Concern - Plant or 
amma! species not yet listed as endangered or 
threatened, Dut whose Status is being reviewed 
because of their widely dispersed populations or 

ei restricted ranges: a species whose population 
S Dariculariy sensitive to external cisturbance 


State Listed Species - Any plant or animal species 

sted by the State of Oregon as threatened or 
endangered within the state under ORS 496.004 
ORS 498.026. or ORS 564 040 


Threatened Species - Any pliant or anima species 
defined under the Endangered Species Act as likely 
to become endangered within the foreseeable 
future throughout all or a significant portion of its 
range. Listings are published in the Federa 


Register 


Traditional cultural properties - Historic 
properties that have significance deriving from “the 
role that the propeny Diavs ina commur tvs 
histoncally rooted behets, customs, and practices 
uch properties may be engible for the Na*ional 
ster Decause of their “association with cultura 


practices or beets of a irving Community that (a) 
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Table A-1a. Public Lands Considered for Disposal in Northeast 
Oregon Assembled Land Exchange 
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Legal Description 
(All Willamette Mendian. Oregon 


T.65S..R. 23 E. 
Sec. 23. NE'« SW’: [4 


_R. 22 E. 


re 12 Lol ; 44 1 AaLTes NW Ni 4 
Si ‘ 14 NW SE ’ 
Sé 0 SW NE ° 
Se 23. NW'aSW j 
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Sec. 26, S'oNE SE'.«SE 
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Sec 34 NE'4SW 4 


T.8S., R. 217 E. 


Sec 5. Lot 1 


eet Sa 14 


Lot £ 
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Parcel 


W11 and 
W115 


W16 
W7 
W17 
W112 
W13 
Ww19 


Wi19 


W21 and 
W22 


W700 
W221 


Wi4 
wis 
W32 


W2 


w33 
w33 
w34 
-w35 
W36 


Legal Description 
All Willamette Mendian, Oregon 
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Legal Description Approx. | 
Parcel (All Willamette Mendian, Oregon) Acres | 
37 Sec. 23, E¥%SW's, W'2SE'«, NE“SE% 200. —*| 
“W38 Sec. 25, SW%NE“% a 
"w36 and | Sec. 27. NWuNWu. SWuSE™ | go | 
woo | 
W36 Sec. 28, NE“NE's | 40 | 
| T.8S., R. 25. | 
wat Sec. 3, SW%NE'%s, NE%SW's, NYSE“ | 160 1 
W39B_—| Sec. 7, NE“ SW ~ | a | 
Grant County st—(i‘i‘i;!OOOO ~ 
T.75S., R. 27E. | 
67 Sec. 34, SW'sSE's a | - 40. 
| 1.7S.,R. 29E. OY 
Gs | Sec. 14, S1/2NW'a - | _ | 80 | 
G5 Sec. 15. SE“NE's | 40 | 
G6 —Ss«|Sec.17.NWuSE% i tst—(its—™t | 40 | 
7S. BOE. ee 
G4 - Sec. 15 NW'‘aNE'« : an, 40 ] 
“G2and — Sec. 23, SE'«SW'. NESE Oo | 80 ~ 
G3 | 
Gi | Sec 24, NE'sNE's en re 
Za T.8S.,R.27E6. BT 
G8 Sec. 14, NYeNW's re | 
“GB and | Sec. 15, N’2NE%W'SW'. BO 
G9 | 
G10 Sec. 25, NWSE" 7 a: - 
“6701 Sec. 29, N’2SW's : | BO ) 
“G76ABC | Sec 32. WSW' To] 
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G24 
G24 


G2C,. G21 
and G24 


Gi7 


G16, G18 
and G702 


G702 and 
G19 


G23 
G15 
G14 
G13 
Git 
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Legal Description 
All Willamette Mendian, Oregon 


SESW’. 
R. 28 E. 
S'2NE's E'2SW's, SE's 


S'2N's, S'oNW's, N'2SW's, SW'cSW' 


NW'.aNE's. NE‘«NW's, NW'cSW's, NW'ASE's 


NE'«NE's, SW'saNW's NESE" 


N'oNW'«. SE'sNW'sc. SW‘ SW 


W'eNE's, NW'sSE “se 


RS acres 


Ss 


Lots ¥ and Ii 25.06 and 2 


respectively 


T.8S., R. 29 E. 


G276 
G25 


G703 
G26 
628 
G28 
G29 


t. _ } 1% 17 18 19 71 and 22 4k &* 4( 


48 62.4858. 40. and 40 acres. respectively 


NE'« = NW “ NW St 
NE ay VW NW sSE 


T.8S., R. JOE 


G32 


SE ‘a NW 
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a : ~ Legal al Description __ 
Parcel (All Willamette Mendian Oregon) 
G33 Sec. 14, NE“NE“ a 
G30 Sec 20.SWuUNW%—t«tS _— 
G34 Sec 24.S%SWu tits 
FBS RE OO 
6704 = | Sec 23,NEuNW% _ 
G35 : a Bn 
'G705 and | Sec. 32, NENW". NWuSW' 
FF 
T.9S.,R. 26 E. 








—_—  —-y — - - — — 


G76ABC | Sec. 1 Lots. 1 and 2 (29.52 and 29.57 acres 


| respectively) S NE ‘ NE’ sSE's 


GB84A Sec 3 Lots 7 2 and 4 | 26 57 and 26 2 : acres 





| respectively ). and SW'ANE's, S'oNW's 
G84D Sec 4 Si SW 
6848 iC 10. E's, ESW' 
6848 | Sec 11. SW'NE'™. SW 
GB4E, | Sec 14. NNW: NWuSW's. NEUSE: 
G81. and 
G82 
“GB4B Sec. 15. NE“ANE 
GB3A—s| Sec. 22. S'\)NE's. N'SE's. SW'sSW's. SWuSE's 
and G80 
G80 Sec. 23. NW'ANE's. S'N'.. N'SS's, S'VSE™s 
G80 =| Sec. 24. SEUNW's. NEwSWs. SSW, SWuSE'. 
680 Sec 25. NW4NE's. NW, NUSW's. SE's 
G80 l'Sec. 26. NE‘ - 
6838 | Sec 27. SESE’. 
| ‘T.9S.R.27E 


Approx 
Acres 
40 
—_—~+> 
4 
—+ 
40 
? 
| OR 
fa 
elt 
4 
Vr 
16/( 
| 
24 
44 
. 
200 
440 
+ 
| 160 
> 
4\ 
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Parcel 


G71 


673 


| G74 and 
G75 


G76ABC 


G69 

G69 
G77A 
G77ABC 


G68B 
and G67 


G68C 


G68C 
and 
G64ABC 


G66 and 
G68B 


G79 


G77ABC 
and G78 


G79 
G6SABC 
-G6SABC 
G64ABC 











Legal Description | ~ Approx. : 
All Willamette Mendian, Oregon} _ Acres 
Sec. 3. Lots 2 and 3 (35.05 and 35.35 acres — | 70 
respectively 
Sec 4 Lot 1 oo 7 - | 36 
Sec : Lot 1 (33.34 acres). and SEMNE%s, W2SW's Ty 153 _ 
sec. 6. Lots 4.5 and 6 (29.83, 40.37.and 40.62 acres ] 271 — 
respectively). and SW'.«NE'«. SE'«NW's, NE'«SW's | 
NW'sSE's 
| Se 11 W'.SE‘« | oO 80 _ 
Sec. 14. NW'sNE“s 40 
| Sex 18. S'e2NE‘s, N'2SE's, SE“SE's _ 200 | 
| Sec 19. NE‘sNE'«, S'eNE's, N'oSE'«, SW'4SE“s 240 | 
Si 23. E'2SW's. E'2SE“s | 16 
Sec. 24, NW‘4NE's, SYeNE's. NW'e¢NW's, S'oNW's. S' 600 
sec 25. N'eNE's. SW'ANE's. NE'ANW's, S'2SE 24 
Sec 26. NE'«NE SE 'sSW's, NW'ASE's 12 
Sf » S'oNE N'eSt SW '«St 
ec 30. NW'.NE E's NE C 
sec 32. N'eNE'.. NE's NW 
| Sec. 34. Ete | 16 
sec. 35. W'eNW's. SW's, SW's SE 281 
sec. 36. NE‘«. NE'sSW's. E'2SE 28 
tT 9S.. Rh. 26E | 
Sec 3.Lot4 | + 
, , ; 


sec 4, NW'aSt 
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| | Legal Description Approx 
Parcel (All Willamette Mendian, Oregon) Acres 
= ———ee ——— — 
|~6G56 _— 5. Lots {| 40 
G57 Sec 6, Lots 1.2.3.6 and 7 (32.26. 31 14. 30 02. 40 and | 291 
40 acres, respectively). and SW'«NE'«, NE“%SW's NW". | 
SE 
| ee = _ - 
G58. | Sec. 7, Wi2NE%, NENW 120 
G59 Sec. 8, SWuSW's en ry, 
= ee — ee a 
G54 | Sec. 9, SE“SW's | 40 
— ————$$————————————— ——__ — --4-- - - 
G60 Sec. 17. SW'uNE' 4. S* NW" | 120 
EEE ee fe a a | = 
_ G61 | Sec 18, SE“SE | 40 
—__—}— $$$ 
G62 | Sec. 20. SW’ « NE%, SE! (NW's, NYeSW 160 
G53. —Ssi| Sec. 22, N»NE% SE ‘NE ne ir, 
G52B =| Sec. 27.SWUNEX.SYNWatti(itits™S | 30 
a oe . 4 | 
G52A | Sec 28, S\ NE %s, SE WNW" 120 
G63ABC Sec. 29.WY, NWSE. SW4SE 440 
G63ABC | Sec 30. SEMNE'. E' 2SE'4 Be 120 
— ———$—$$ = = — —— * 
G63ABC Sec. 31. Lot 1 (38.68 acres) and N*eNE's. SE““ANE's 39 
| NE'“NW's, NEUSE 
G51 | Sec. 34, NW'ANE SEWNE 7 
T.95S..R.29E. 
G48 | Sec 21 SE ‘NE. 4 
G49 | Sec 30. N'oSE's . 
G50A | | Sec 31. Lot 3 (43 39 acres). and SW'uNE ls E' NW’. 63 
and 
G50B 
“T.9S.R31E 
G47 ‘Sec 8B. NWuSE ac 
G46 Sec. 15. SEuSE's 4 
G45 Sec 23 NE! “NW 4 
Final EIS 1998 














T.9S..R.32E. 


G) 
a | 
© 
~ 
J) 


G> @ 
1? 8) cD 
ari cr 
> WD 

f j 


* #) 
oO) 
(f 


G) 

oo 

oo 
f 


G83 and ~ 
G711 

G712 Si 
and G713 
G714 anc >* 


G715 


G93 


Uf 


~~ -F 


Legal Description 


se. 


~——— ~*? = 
- - -- 





~~ | 
. s\< ~ 
— 
~ . a 
= ~—-_ 
- ~~ 
— — 
_ 
~ 
— 
s ~— 
— 
’* — 
- 
~ 
— 
, 

* 
>, *, 
- 

— 
— 
- 
= > ~*~ 
— 
. 
a 
~~ 


~o 
~ 
~~ 
r ars 
. wt & 
~se 
~- 
— = 


/D/ 
































: Legal Description | Approx 
Parcel All Willamette Mendian, Oreg Acres 
G94A_—s_| Sec. 16. SW'iNE*:. NE*:SW's. SWuSW SE | 160 
and 
G934B 
G95 Sec 22 SESW: - | 4 
G96, | Sec. 23. NE“uNW"=. NESW. Swusw 1 4 
G97. and 
G98 
G98 and |Sec 26. NWNW':.SEUSW: lg 
G99 
G95. Ss Sec. 27. NW%:NE™. N'NW' 
G100. | Sec 33. NWSE” Tg 
Oo T.10S.R.29E. 
G03. Sec 1. SEuNEXiti(‘SCS~S ; 
G102. | Sec. 13. SWuNWs . i 
G102 | Sec 14. SE sNE | 3 
G101 1 Sec Lot 2 
Ty 10S R.30E 
G104D | Sec ) SW'uNW ‘ 4 
G103. | Sec 32. NENW” —— i 
a T 10S.R.31E SO 
G716 Se 1. NW NE ‘ Jj 
G104A | Sec 29. WSW i 
G104B | Sec 30 Lot 2. oe J 
| ‘T.41S.R.27E 
O42 Sec 9. Lot 7 4a 98 acres and SE'«SE : 
6125 || Sec. 11. N:NEw / [ ¢ 
G422.—s|s Sec 21. NE‘. SW'sNW's. NUSSE". | 9g 
342: € | Se 22.N NE | Ss NVA 


(SA 




















All Willamette Mendian, Oregon 


Legal Description 


































































































G124 Sec. 23. NE'« 160 
G122,717 | Sec 25. NW'sNW'. NW'.SW's. N’2SE'. 160 
G423 Sec. 27 NW':NW'< 40 
GI27A Sec. 34. E'o>NW':. SW'.SW' 120 
G127B 
G121 Sec 36 N'2NE'< NE'«NW': 120 
T.11S..R.28E 
G11 Sec. 5, SE*%{SW' 40 
G109'110 | Sec. 6. Lot 1(40.80 acres). SE‘{NE'« SW'«SE'« 121 
Gis Sec. 17. SW'.SW': 40 
G112 Sec 18 NE'«NE'. W' NE". NE'sNW'. W'2SE'« 280 
NE'.SE'*< 

4 7 Sec 20 VW Ni) y ~ 80 

3 Sec. 21. NE’«NE'. 40 

> _ — i — ———— TS 

G11S Sec 30 Lot 4 (45 89 acres SE':SW' SE'«SE'. 126 
and G12 
— i ————— ___ et | 
G118 and | Sec. 31. Lots 1 and2 (4615 and 46 45 acres) 333 
G12C NE':NW'.«. NE'«SW'.. SE’. 





m-2ar ~ ~ oie: ‘ ‘ ae Ce iar 
\ » Sec Je N oNE ’ 2DV¥ 
* 





s. SE'sSE's 200 











174118 
G116A | Sec. 33. SEUSWsS=~CSSS rn a 

eS 
6718 sec. 29. SW'«, SW'«SE'z 7 200 | 
G719/720 | Sec. 30. Lot 3 (42.31 acres), NW':NE"« 7 82 | 





G718 — Sec. 32. NW NE 





NE'sNW' R0 





T. 12 S., R. 27 E. 











|, Lot 4 (40 53 acres 





NE*.SW'., S'; 
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| Legal Description Approx. 
Parcel | (All Willamette Mendian. Oregon} Acres 
G128/130 | Sec. 2 Lots 14 (40.65, 40 75. 40.85. and 40.95 acres 363 

respectively), S'2N'2, SW'«SE"s 
G129 ~—s'|s Sec. 3. SESE 4C 
G292 Sec. 6. Lot 10 42 
G130 ~—sWs|s Sec. 11. W=NE%. EvoNW'e lL a60 
Gi31C | Sec. 12. Ets. E*2W'=. NW'sNW' 7 5200 
G131C__—si'|| Sec. 13. NE‘«. E*oNW' | 240 
G132 Sec 15. NE%NE' 4c 
G424 Sec. 16. NW: NW" 4c 
G133B — Sec. 20. All gay 
G134 | Sec. 26. W'=. W'2E": : ggg 

__t SC | 

G133A | Sec. 28. W'NE*s. W'. 400 
G135 Sec. 34. All | 64( 

T. 12S. R. 28 E. - 7 
G116B Sec. 4, Lots 1 and2 (4075. 4065 SO 81 
G117B Sec. 5, Lots 1 and 2 (40.42 and 40 47 acres a 8 
139A respectively), SW'«NE'«. SW". 
G137 | Sec. 6, Lot2 and 6 (40.38 and53.39 acres. 2=(isid|~CtiéS 

| respectively), SW'sNE's. NE'«SW's, W'2SE"« 
G138 Sec , _ot 5 (46.04 acres). E'2SE'. OO 106 
139A 
G139A «| Sec. 8B. NW&NE'%s. S'ONES, WI NUCSER 520 
G139B | Sec. 9. E%2NE%. S'2NW'e. S'. ggg 
G140/141 | Sec 14.SWuNW's. W'SSW's NEUSE t—i(i‘“Cé:;™*‘*SS 
G140 | Sec. 15. NE%s 160 
721 Sec. 17. NW'@NE's. NW'aNW's | gg 
139A 
G138 Sec. 18. Lots 1 and 2 (53.62 and 53.67 acres | 207 
139A | respectively), NE‘«NE'«, E’oNW'. 
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Legal Description Approx 
Parcel | (All Willamette Mendian, Oregon) Acres 
G160 | Sec. 17, W'2E*z | 160 
G723. Sec. 20. SE%“NE%:. SWuNW's. SWuSW' | 120 
G724. 
and 
GI161A | 
T. 13S... 27E. 
G136A__—| Sec. 2. N'>. SE%s Tago 
G136B | Sec. 12. SE%“NE%s. NESE « 80 
T. 13 S., R. 28 E. 
G182 | Sec 14. Ni T3909 
G193. | Sec. 17. SE | 160 
G194 Sec. 18. Lots 3 and 4 (54.78 and 54 93 acres - C 
| respectively) 
6193 and | | Sec 19. Lot 1 (54.87 acres) and ENE: - 35 
G194 | 
= —— | —SSe 4 
G193 | Sec. 20. N'eNE's. SW'aliE's N 2NW' 2, SW’ .NW': >4( 
G184 Sec. 22. S'2SE'« _ RO 
G183B  |Sec24.NEuSEu.SWuSEu © an 
G190 and | Sec 29. SW'sSW's. SW'uSE's a a 
G191 
6725 and | | Sec 30 Lots 3 and 4 ‘54 62 and 54 97 97 acres. a 19C¢ 
G192 respectively), SE’«NW'.. NE'sSE'« 
G189 | Sec 31, Lot 4 oe 57 
G187 and | Sec. 32, SE'<NW"s, E'2SE'« Oe 12 
Giss 
G186 | Sec 33. W'2NE's. SE’ «NE & 2NW' NE! ‘SE's 240 
G185 T Sec 34, NW'4NE'< 40 
T. 13 S., R. 29. a 
G181 Sec. 6. Lots 3.4.5.6 and 7 (40.37. 40.12. 40 36. 4c 59 242 


| and 40.81 acres respec tively) 


Oe  — 





and SE‘sNW's 
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156 


Parcel 
G180 
G177 and 
G178 


G179 


————— 


G172 
G175 


‘Legal Description | Approx 

All Willamette Meridian, Oregon Acres 
Sec 8. All T 640. 
Sec 24.NE%.W2NW%  —t™” | 240 | 
| Se 28 Ww >SW | BC 
T.13S..R.30E. 
' Sec. 4. SEuSE's en a an 
Sec.6.Lots1 4 (40.12. 40.37.4062.and4087 | 162 | 

acres, respectively 


G173 and 
G174 


6176 


T.13S.,R. 31. 


G169B 


G171 
G726 


| G279 and °¢ 


G284A 


G170 


G281 and ‘5 


G284A 


6282. 
G283. 
and G298 


- 


— 











Sec. 14. NW'aNE'«. NE'«NW':. S'2SE'« 


NE - E’-NW'. SE's (41.34 


and 40.03 acres 


NW':SW's SE's 


Sec 4 


Lots 1 and 2 (40.24 


respectively). and S'oNE 


Sec 6. Lot 1 


Sex 22 NW sNE 
sec. 26, Lots 1 479 >. 2.5. 2.5. 1.25, 1.25 
2. 2 : and SW\«SW'« 


sec 36, NE‘«NW'sNE. S'2NW'aNE's, W'2W':; 
W'eNW'sSW's. S'oNE“SW':, SE'SW'e 


T.13S.R.326 — 
Sec. 8. SE'«SE 7 


Sec. 20. NE‘« N'2SW'. 
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a Legal Description | Approx. 
Parcel (All Willamette Mendian, Oregor:) Acres 
; T. 13S. R. 33 E. | 
6165 Sec. 4, Lots 3 and 4 (40.18 and 40.45 acres. | 321 1 
respectively). S'2NW's«, SW'« | 

6166 Sec. 6, Lot 2 (40.56 acres). and SW‘«NE'«, E'2SE"s | 161 
6164 Sec. 22, NE'4NE' : rn a 
T.13S.,R. 34 E. TY 
6163 Sec. 24, SEu“NE's, SE%4NW's, N'2SE% | 60 











T. 13 S., R. 35 E. 
























































G162 | Sec 30. Lot 2. SE%XNW' (39.61 acres) | go 
T. 14S, R. 29 E. | 
G197 | Sec. 11, Ev2NE‘s, Ni2S". | 240 
T.14S.,R. 30 €. | 
a 
G200 Sec. 3, NWSW". ) 40 | 
G198 Ss Sec. 7. E*»NE*s 7 3) OCO 
—————e ae —————— = + 
G201 | Sec. 11, NW%SE". 40 
T.14S.,R31E On 
G727_—s_| Sec. 2. SE“ SE's rs re 
G203 | Sec 3,.Lots3and4 (3374 34.12) 68 
G202 Sec. 5. Lots 3 and 4 (34.69 and 34 56 acres 109 
| respectively), NE'«SW'. 
G210B | Sec. 15, NE“ANW's. SW'ANC's. NE““SW'a, S12SW'e 28¢ 
| W2SE 
G210B4, | Sec. 21. N'sNE's. NE‘«NW's. NW'SW's. SE&uSW'e 240 
G210B5, | SW':SE's 
and | 
G210B6 
G210B1 | Sec 22. W'2NE‘s. SE“NE's. N'2NW's. SEUSW' 280 
and | NW 'ASE‘s 
G21083 
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Legal Description 
Parcel All Willamette Mendian, Oregon) 


———— — — $$ ————$_—___ —_—_ 











and 

G209B8 

Tasne | Sec oo SWuNWi. NWuSW's _ 
G204 Sec 30 Sw'.SE a 
G205 | Sec 31 SEUNW's Es, a —E 


G206 and Sec 32. SW'«NE'«. SE‘«NW's,. SW'sSW's,. NW SE's 


G207 
G211 Sec 34. NE'sSE's« 
T. 14 S., R. 32 E. 


G216 and Sec 1. Lots 1. 3 and 4 (34.13. 33.85. and 3371 acres 








G218 respectively). and NW'«SW'«. NE'sSE"« 

| G216 sec. 2. Lots 1 and 2 (33 55 and 33 37 acres 
respectively). and SE". 

G214 Sec 4, NW':SE'« 

G213.——s—| Sec. 9. SE™sNW's, NEuSW'. 

G215 | Sec 10. NW'sNE'a a 

6217 Sec. 12. SW'sNW'« - 
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Acres 
40 | 
B80 | 
80 
40 | 
—_ . 
120 
160 
4C | 
182 
_ | 
227 
40 
BO 
40 | 
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| Legal Description Approx. 
Parcel (All Willamette Meridian, Oregon) Acres — 
| T. 14S. R. 33 E. | 
'G219 | Sec. 7, E%sNE%, NE%“SE% | 120 | 
G219 Sec. 8, NYzNW's, SWUNW'e | 3200 
G426 Sec. 9. Wi2SW's, NE“%SW's, NWSE" | 160 
| T. 16 S., R. 30. | 
6728 Sec. 1, Lot 2 Tow 
T.17S., R. 26 E. : a 

(G242, ‘| Sec. 13, NE‘“%“¢NE‘%, SE%sNW's, W12SE% 160 
G241A, | 
and | | 
G241B | | 
{ ee | — 
G222 Sec. 17, NW'‘4NE'« | 40 | 
es eae = ———4- ; 
G224 Sec. 20. NW'«SW'« 40 
G223 Sec. 22, SE%“MNW' 7 ~ | 4 
G240A | Sec. 25, NE'«SE's, S'2SE" 499 
G225 and | Sec. 29.SE%sNE% WieNW's NSE” 200 
G226 
G225 | Sec. 30, SEWNE's, NE'sSE's, S'2SE's 160 

——_ 4— ——— -  -— --—. --- - + . 4 
G730 and | Sec. 31, W'2NE'%s. NWSE’, SE™sSE"s 160 
G225 
nes ee eT 
G730, | Sec. 32, NW‘«NE's. SW'sSW's. NWSE". 129 
G227, 
and G228 | 
G239A | sec 35, SE's | 160 
a - — ee - —— « _ — — 

T.175S., P. 27 €. 
G432 | Sec 1 NWuSWu tt sststi—Ss | 40 
G432 | Sec 2, S¥2S'2, NWSW — | 200- 
G428 | Sec. 8, N'2NE'%s, SW'sNE's, Wi2SE"s - 200 — 
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Legal Description 















































| 
Parcel (All Willamette Mendian, Oregon) | 
G429 and | Sec 9. NWNW's. E':SW. Wi2SE.SE“SE%.NYNE. | 360 | 
G430 | SE'sNE'. | 
G286 and | Sec. 10, W'2NE's. NE'sNE's, S'2SE' | 200 | 
G431 | | 
G286 | Sec. 11, NWuNW'. i | 40. 
G289 Sec. 12, N'2SE's, SWuSE's | 120.—« 
G289. 0 Sec 13, NWuNESt™~S a 7 40. 
"G431 and | Sec. 15, ENE. NWuNW'. SNW's, SWia | 400 | 
G433. | NESE | 
6428.0 «|Sec 17.NWuUNEXs—~—~S | 40. 
G24300=C«/ Sec 18. NWUSWussSs—~S 7 | 40 | 
"G246 | Sec. 21, WE". ee on 
6729. | Sec 26.NE“SW's en a ee 
6247. | Sec. 27.SWu ee a 
62462 Sec 28.6.SEuSW”t—<“i=‘:™S™S™S~*~:”:::::CSYSCHOSC*' 
'G244 and | Sec 29. E-NE's. SW'.SE": ~ | 420. ~~” 
G245 
G240B Sec. 30, Lots 2.3 and 4 40 33 40 36, 40 39) | 122 
-G240C sec 31. Lots 1-4 (4038. 40.33. 40.28. 40.23) 161 | 
G246B | Sec 33. N'> W'SW'.. SE's | 560. | 
and G247 | 
6247s | Sec 34. W's. SUSE | ~| 400. | 
| T.175S.,R. 28 E. eT 
G27a.|Sec 35.ENSE% ti (iststs—<‘“‘;é~s*~*~*~*~*™C*éS J 
‘T.17S..R.29E. TT 
Gz 060 |Sec 6 Lot3 tc ( tktt”~<“‘i<‘i‘ié™O™OSOSOC;C#*#SCOC*‘éiGS - 
G275.2«|Sec 19. SEu“NEW tst—=<“i=is™SS | 40 
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Legal Description | Approx. | 
Parcel (All Willamette Mendian, Oregon) | Acres 
T. 18S., R. 26 E. | 
6238 Sec. 1, SwSE\% | eo | 
7 — 
/G239B | Sec. 2, Lots 1 and 2, SwNE%, W¥2SE%s, (40.62, 40.50) | 241 | 
6229 Sec. 4. NEUSW's | 4g ] 
6730 Sec 5.Lot4 40 a 
> j 
_G230A Sec. 8. NWuSW%s. SWuSW's 80 | 
and | 
62308 | 
“6231 Sec. 9. S428" 160. 
+} 
G231 Sec. 10. SwSW% | 80 
G237 Sec. 12, SWuNE's. StYeNW's. Ee SW's. NWSE “a | 240 _ 
_G237 Sec. 13, N’¥sNW's | ge | 
b. ———e & oe = 
G230B | Sec 17. WNW | go | 
= t —E 
G233 Sec. 19. NEUSE% r 40d 
Ea = 
G232 Sec 21. SW'\ANE's 40 
G2368 (Sec 25.NoNWu | g9 
G236A | Sec. 26. SE“NE's a 
G234 and | Sec 28. NWuNE's. ENW's SSE 200 
G235 | 
T. 18S., R. 27 €. 
G253 Sec. 2, SW'\sSW's 40 
+ G247A Sec. 3. Lots 3 and 4. S'eNVV". SW". (4362 43 54) 327 
_ — —— . — . . 4 
| G247A Sec 4. Lots 1-4. NE“SE'. (4340 4323 4305 213 
| 42 88) 
| G248 and | Sec. 5. Lots 3and4.S'sSE% (4223 4201) +~—SsSsS=«*S 
_G250A 
— —— 9 ——— -— ——- . 
G249 Sec. 6. SEM“«SE'« 40 
G250A_ | Sec. 8. NE‘. N'2S": 320 
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Legal Description | Approx. 
Parcel (All Willamette Mendian. Oregon) Acres | 
G250B | Sec. 9. SEWNE's, SWuNW's [eo 
and 
G247A 
q — , — — -= ot 
G247. Sec. 10. NwNW's. SWuNW'e. SWuSW's. NWSE Sa 200 
G251. 
and G252 | 
q P| . — —_ i 
G254 Sec. 11, S'’eNE's | 80 | 
G254 Sec. 12. S'2N iz 160 | 
= a ss = — SL. — 
T.18S..R. 28E | 
G274 Sec. 2. Lot 1 | 45 | 
. +— $$$ -—_ +. 1 
G257 Sec. 5. Lot 1. S'eN's. NW'sSW'"« (57.86) | 258 | 
~— . _ _ 4H ____f 
G256 Sec. 6. Lots 1.2 3.4.5.6 and 7. S'eNE“s SE ‘sNW'as 539 ; 
NW'uSW's (61.24. 62.39. 63.54. 68.30. 41.71. 41.19 | 
| 40.66) 
> - . ' ee 
G260 Sec. 7. SeNE's. SE's | 240 | 
G260 | Sec. 8, NW'sNE's, SYNE. NW N12S%2, SWUSW | 480 | 
+ . - - — —4—____- -—_—_—__—____j 
G260 and | Sec 9. S'»NW's. NW'uSW's. E'SE's 200 
G262 | 
G262 Sec 10. WieSW's. SEuSW's en oar ae 
G269 and | Sec 11.SEuNE%.S'2SW's.NEUSEN =i (ati‘ .t*d;*édOC*# 
G270 
G271 Sec 12 Sk‘. 7 SO Be 160 - 
G268 Sec 14. SWuSW's lt!” Oo 40 
G263 Sec. 15. SWeNW's. N'oSW's | 160 
G261 Sec_ 17. NE‘. NE“&uNW's. S'oNW'e. SW. NYSE 'a 660 
SW sSE‘\s 
G261 Sec 20. N'esNWis. SWuNW'e i _ 120 
G265B | Sec 21. NEUMNE's. SEUSE's 80 
and G264 | 
G265B | Sec 22. SSW". — 80 
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Legal Description | Approx. 
Parcel (All Willamette Mendian. Oregon) | Acres 
| G267 and | Sec. 23, NWuNW'%, SE% | 200 
G268 
G267 Sec. 24, NW4uSW's, S12SW" 120 
G2658 Sec. 27. All | 640 | 
G265B | Sec. 28, SWuNE'%, WYSE. SEUSE™ | 160. 
G266 | Sec. 33. EWE" | 160 
| T. 18S., R. 29 E. —_ : 
/G271 Sec. 7, Lots 3 and 4 (33.82 and 33.67 acres | 147 
respectively). E)2SW". | __ | 
| Gare Sec. 18, NE“SW's 1 — 400 | 
—G273 Sec. 19, Lot 3 35 
Morrow County a | 
a T. 2N., R. 27. €. 
"26 | Sec. 6. unnamed ot n the NEUNW' Ty «0] 
L T. 4N., R. 23 E. Be 7 
a Sec. 22, 200teet wide diagonal strip. portion of Ni 
M29 SW'4NE's and SE “NW's within railroad right-of-way {13 — 
TAN, R20 E. Oo 
M22 | Sec 18, 200-feet wide diagonal! strip. portion of Lot 5 to 
| within railroad nght-ot-way OS | 8 
T. 4. N., R. 26. E. 
M28 Sec. 8. S'’eNE's. N'2SW'. | —— me 160 | 
a T. 5. N., R. 27. E. a 7 — 
M27 Sec. 20. southern portion of NW'«SW's not included , } 
within Corps of Engineers withdrawal ee | 16 
7.2.5. R. 29 €. | 
M24 Sec. 1, NWSE". ee ; 
i T. 3. S., R. 23 €. 
M30 ‘| Sec 31, Lots 2.3 and 4 E'.SW's Wi; SE's SEUSEN | - 
a | Sec. 32, SW'aSW'. a | 394 
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Legal Description Approx. 
Parcel (All Willamette Mendian. Oregon) Acres 
T.3N.,R.27E. 
UM22 | Sec 2. SE%«SE'« | 4C 
UM21 | Sec 12, S'2SE% BC 
UM20._—s Sec. 24. SW" 160 
T.3N.,R. 36E. | 
UM39_— Sec. 14. E'2SW's, NW" SE" fo] 
Sec. 23. NE‘«NW': | 160 
T.4N.,R.27E. | 
UM66 | Sec. 26. Lot 11. N'2SW':SE': | 28 | 
T.4N.R. 28 E. : 
UM63 | Sec 14. N*2S'2SE*«SW' (portion located north of - 
| railroad) 6 
TAN, RS7E. an 
umes | Sec 5, Lot 4 | 4 
oT.SN.R. 28 E. 
UM27 _| Sec. 22. Lot 1. E'2SW' SW" | 3g 
UM28 | Sec. 26, Wi2NWSW's. SWSW'z, N'SSEUSWe | 
UM26 Sec. 28, NE" NE" | 40 
-UM67 | Sec. 28,.NE“SE% gg 
UM25 Sec. 28, SE*«SE". 1 40 
UM23_ Sec. 32. W"2NE" ar. 
UM24 Sec. 34. S'2SW'NW': ns ne 
| T.5.N.R.29E. es 
UM29 | Sec_ 20. SW'« _ an ar ee 
UM6B —_—| Sec. 22. SWsNW' nn a ee 
UM30 | Sec. 34, NE‘«NE'« | a - 
T.5.N.R.30E. 
UM34 Sec. 4. SE'NE a | 40 
UM31 Sec. 10. S°. _ | 320 
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T.5 N.. R. 31 E. 
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Legal Description if Approx 
Parcel (All Willamette Mendian. Oregon Acres 
UM76 | Sec 17, Lot3 -_ 37 —_ 
T.6N., R. 32 E. a ] 
UM38 | Sec 15. Lot 4 ; | — 40- 
T.1S., R. 30 €. oe _ : 
UM17 | Sec. 8. SW':NE*= mi 4 
T.1S., R. 35 E. ee a 
UM62 | Sec. 25. Lot 2 _ 7 og 
__T.2S,R31E 
UM64 | Sec 12, NE'«NE*< ee 4 
a T.2S.,R.33E. : Oo 
UM77 Sec. 4. Lot 2 - Oo 
sec. 5. Lots 1C and 13 
Sec. 9. Lots 5 and 8 
| sec. 11, Lot 3 
UM72 | Sec 13 Lot6 - 
UM78 Sec. 19. Lot 4 : 
UM79 | Sec 19 Lot 16 
T.2S., R. 34 E. - 
lum7a [Sec 13.LotS 
UM16 —s Sec. 24. SW'sSE’- 
T.3S., R. 30% E. 7 
UM15 ‘| Sec 26. Lot 3 : 
UM14 | Sec 35. Lots 1 to 4 Nclusive 
T.3 S., R. 31 €. — 
UM47—| Sec. 17, S'sSW's : 
T.3 S., R. 32 E. 7 
UM48 | Sec. 2. Wi2SE% aC 
T.45S., R. 30 E. - oe ; 
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ae ae Legal Description | Approx 
Parcel All Vvillamette Mendian. Oregon Acres 
_UM13 | Sec. 1, Lot2 13 ; 
_UM12 | sec 2. Lot . - 
UM11 | Sec 2. Lot 4 7 T a 
UMB Sec 9. SW"SE" [4 
UM9 Sec. 10. SE'SVA 10 
UM10 Sec 10. NW'sSE". rn Te 
UM7 Sec. 13. N'2 NW" Bn | eo | 
T.4S.R.31E | 
UM6 Sec 19. Lot 4 OO 
| Sec. 30 Lots 1 2 anc 3 SE*sNW ‘ E'2SW's | 73 : 
Mis sec 12. SW'sNW 4c 
UM50 Sec. 12. SWu NE" l 4g 
UMS2 Sec. 23. SE".SE" OO Tag 
UMS4 | Sec 26, SW'sSE’. Tag 
Me | Sec. 28. W'2NE?- |g 
T.4S.,R.32E. 
UM5S Sec. 18. N'2NE" Tg 
T.5S.R.31E Oo 
UMS Sec 6 SE".NE’. Be [ac 
UMS7 —_| Sec_17, N'2SE"s —_ : [gC 
UM4 | Sec 18. Lots 2 and3 ST 79 
UM70 | Sec. 21, SWuNW'. TT 4c i 
__iT:«S SR. 32 E. oT 
UMS8 —_— Sec. 23. NESE — Ta 
—.§ SRST E. ne 
UM59 _— Sec. 19, SEUNW's 1 40 
Um60 —_| Sec. 21. SWuNW's Tad 
UM59A | Sec. 30. SENW’ }4a0 
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| Legal Description i Approx. 
Parcel | (All Willamette Mendian. Oregon) Acres 
T.6S.,R. 33 E. 
umMs0 | Sec. 5, Lot 4, SW'sNW’z T 6 
_UM61 | Sec 6. Lot 5 | 33 
“Union County 
T.1N.,R.38E - 
UN1 | Sec. 32, S'¥zNW's, SW" | 280 | 
T.2N., R.39 E. OO 
_UN68 | Sec 6. lot 3 | 40 
T.2.N., R. 41 E. _ 
"UN69 | Sec. 31, NW'aNE's Lage 
T.2S.,R.35E. Be - 
UN71 | Sec. 1. SW'«NE*s 8 
I T.2S., R. 36. re 
(uN2 Sec 4,.SWNW% | go 
UNe1 | Sec. 5. SWuSW ge 
UNS  |Sec18.SEuSW% > | to 
| Sec 19. W'2NE's. NENW’: 160 
UNS —s | Sec. 24. NWuSW%s 4 
| — T.2S.R37E 
UNS _—s| Sec. 27.SEuNW's - oo 4 
UN6 | Sec 35. SW'.SW'« oo 4( 
o.3S.R35E OO 
UNS | Sec. 23. SWuNE‘%.N'2SE% | 420 
UN64 _| Sec. 24. NW'uNW'. _ ] 4( 
UN63 _| Sec. 25, SE“SW': TE 
UNIO | Sec. 26, NE“SE". a 
| T.3S. R. 36 E. BS 
UN8 —_—‘| Sec. 21. SESW" BT gg 
T.3S.,R.37E. Oe : 
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UN? Sec 7 SW NE - 
Sec. 8. NW'.SW 
T.3S..R.40E 

= N21 SeC 25 VV SW 

UN: Sec. 35. NE’«SE 
T.SS..R.41€E 

UN 4 Se 37 NE sNE 

UN; . >< 3 Lots 3 a 
T.4S..R.35E 

N Si 4 NE sSW 
; sec 17, SE'«SE 
T.4S..R.39E 
N >t 7 N NW 
T.4S..R.40€E 
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Legal Description Approx. - 
Parcel (All Willametie Mendian, Oregon) Acres 
| T.4S.,R.41E. | 
'UN26 _| Sec. 5, Lots 1, 2 and 3 | 120 | 
/UN27 _| Sec. 9, EzNW'z | 80 
UN28 _| Sec. 33, SWSE"s | 40, 
T.5S.,R. 38 E. 
UN16 Sec. 2. NWSW". i _ 
Sec. 3. E'2SE"« | 120 
|UN17_| Sec. 3, W2SW's oe ft 80 
|UNi8 | Sec. 10, Wi:W": | 10 | 
|UNI9 | Sec. 11, S'sNW', SW" | 240 | 
UN20  |Sec11.SEuSE% = = || 
a | Sec 12, SWuSW's 80 
UN62 = |Sec.14.SWuSW st” ; 
L | Sec. 15. SteNt2, NW'sSW's E'2SE's | 820 
UNIS | Sec.31.SWs | 160 | 
SSR IVE | 
UN30. «|Sec1.NEUSWs ti (i‘CS;*~*~*~*~*~*~*~*~”;”:C*”SCOC*‘CKQSCS” 
“UN31. [Sec 3NEUSE: | a | 
(UN32|Sec 14.NEWNE rn rT 
(UN33—|Sec.14.W2SEs is | go | 
 *T.5S.,R.40E. CO 
UN34—s |Sec.15.NWuNW i sts—<isi‘—s—“‘“‘“<é‘zid!”*tCS 
-UN3S =| Sec.15,NE“SW's a 
(UN36—_| Sec. 22,SWuNES | 40 | 
T.5S.,R.41€. | 
uN37—| Sec 1O.NWuNEN = =——<“iisO....UCSC's ng’) 
'uN38 | Sec. 15, SWuNE"z 7 | 4 | 
-UN39 | Sec. 30, SE«SW' 7 | a | 
uN? [Sec 32.SuSEu ——sts—‘“‘s‘sés*rSCsitiaSC*” 
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| Legal Description | Approx. 
Parcel | (All Willamette Mendian, Oregon) Acres 
Baker County - 

T. 6S. R. 40 E. | 
B190 | Sec 8, SE%«SW': en on 

| Sec 17. NE" aw" ‘ . (UNGONW" sNE's) 80 
6189 | Sec 18. Lot 6 | re | 16 ] 
rT T.7S.R.38E © Be . 
B191 | Sec. 8 NEUSE | 49 
B192 . T Sec 30, NW" NE , | rn | 40 _ 
B193 [Sec 31.Lot4 | | nn re 
ae as R39E 0 a 
B17 | Sec. 26. W'2SE" .. SE“SE 

Sec. 35. N'eNE*« 
"B185 | Sec. 26. SWuNW's. Wi2SW' 

Sec. 27, SE'«NE'« 16( 
B186 —_—| Sec. 27, NW'aNE"s OB —_ 

‘T. 7S. R. 40€ | | 
5187 | Sec 6. Lot 7 and 1C | | 14 
B188 | Sec. 20, NEWSE"s 

Sec. 21, W'2NW'.. NWSW’. 16( 
B2s—s| Sec. 26. NE“4NEs i 
TTS RATE. 
B33. | Sec 1, NW «SW. 4 
“B34 l'Sec. ¢ 4 Lots 3 and 4 SE'sANW'. NE«WSW's 161 
B43 | Sec 7. Lots 1 and z 2 74 
"B207—*| Sec. 10, W#SE's. SEWSE". | 160 
B36 | Sec 12.SWuSW. 4( 
B37 | Sec. 14, SEWNE'. ta 
B38 «| Sec. 23. SEUNW' [4 
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Legal Description Approx. 

(All Willamette Mendian, Oregon) Acres 
Sec. 26. SE‘“«NE'«. E'2SW'«. SE's | 
| Sec 35. N*2NE's SE ‘uNE*« NE '"sNW'« | 440 
T. 7S... R. 42 E. 
Sec. 5.Lots 1.2 and3 | 118 
T. 7S.,R. 46€. | 
Sec. 26. W'2SWuNW's | 20 
| Sec. 27. S$’: | 760 =| 
Sec. 34. Ne, E'2SE'« | 
Sec. 35. SW'«SW's | 
—— a —— 


BITP 


T. 7S..R. 46E. andT. 7S.R.47E. 





~ _— ee 


L7S.R46E 
Sec. 25. N°eNE's. SE'sNE'«. E'2SE's 
Sec 36 E'-NE'« NE ‘SE's 


L/S .R47€E 
Sec 30. Lots 1-4. inclusive 
Sec. 31. Lots 1 and 2 





‘T. 7S. R.47E 

| Sec 31. NE‘«NE'. 
Sec 31. S'sSW'uNE's 
‘T. 8S..R.38E 


Sec 5. Lots 2 and3. SE'«NW'. 
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40 | 
20 
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4( 
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BC 
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| Lega! Description Approx 
Parcel | (All Willamette Mendian, Oregon) Acres 
| T. 8S,R41E 
B44 | Sec. 7. Lot 4 39 
> + -~—_—_- -——— — - —- -— —~—-—-—- - ——__ --@ 
B45 | Sec 9. W'2SE"« BI 
B47 Sec. 28. N'2SE*« AC 
| 8206 Sec. 29. SW'«SE"« 4( 
B205 Sec. 33. NE‘«NE“« . 
| Sec 34 NW 'aNwW'.« 
T.8.S..R.42€E 
B57 Sec. 24. E’2E': 1 
| T.8.S..R.43 E 
657 | Sec 19. Lots 1. 2 and 3. W'eNE'‘«. E'oNW's 18 1 
| NE“SW's NW '\uSE‘« 
T. 8S. R. 44 E. 
68237 | Sec. 8, NE“«SE‘s 40 
B93 | Sec 13, SE“SE'« 40 
B94 ' Sec 15.Lot3 28 
——________4- - ee a + 
6231 ' Sec 15. Lots 18 
235 Sec. 16, Lot 11 22 
—_——— ——4— $$ — > 
B236 | Sec. 16, Lots 12 and 13. American Lode. Tiger Lily Lode | BO 
— $$ 4 . 
6238 | Sec 19, Lot 13 41 
B239 | Sec. 19, Lots 16. 17, 19. 20 and 21 | 8 
| Sec. 30. Lots 7 and 8 
B95 | Sec. 21. Lots 1 and 2. Ole Woodman Lode | 26 
nae = eee = 4 , 
B98 Sec. 22. Lot3 11 
Final EIS 179908 .175 
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Legal Description Approx. 
Parcel All Willametie Mendian. Oregon) Acres 


; T. 8S.R.44E (andT.9S.R.44E) 











6230 L_ 8S.R 44€E 319 


Sec. 34, E'2SE'« 
Sec. 35. SE“sNW'"s, SW'a 


T 9S.R 44E 
Sec 2.Lot4 
T. 8. S.. R. 44 E. (and T.8S.. R. 45 E.) 


—_—__—___—_— ae 


- $$ $$ — —__+__ ooo | 


B24 T 8S R 44E 
Sec 13. NE‘«NE's 119 


T 8S. .R 45E 
Sec. 18. Lot 1. NE ‘«NW'. 
T. 8S. R. 45 E. 

6241 Sec 18. S'eNE‘«, NwSE's. SW'sSE's 200 


T. 8S.,R. 46 E. 


T. 8S..R.47E 


RO 4 Sec 2. Lots 3 and 4. S'oNW'‘s. SW'a 608 
Sec 3. Lots land 2. S'eNE'«. N'eSE's«. SE“SE's 





> > 
B246 pec 15. E'oNW's. NESW 120 
, + . 4 
B25 sec 1/7, NE‘s. N'2SE 240 
T.9S.R.37€E 
828 sec 29. Lots 10 and 17 14 
4 + 4 
661 sec. 29, Lot 12 2 
> + 4 
R3¢° Sec 29 Lot 14 | 9 
: . + ‘ 
559 Sec. 29, Lot 1° 10 | 
* - — * 4 
T. 9S. R.39 E 
6184 sec. 34. SE‘«NW's, NE“SW's 80 
77% Ay rive sf Oregon Assembie Jiandt xcNar 20 
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Legal Description Approx. | 
Parcel (All Willametie Mendian, Oregon) Acres 
T. 9S.,R. 40€. | 
B25 Sec. 26, S¥NE%, NYNW's, SEUNW'e | 
NY SW WYSE ) 
Sec. 27. EYeNE%“%.SW'“NE's NE«“SE'« 
| Sec. 35. NWuNE% 400 
| B27 Sec. 34, SWUNWi. WeSW's. SEUSW' | 160 | 
T. 9S. R4GE 
B201 Sec. 21, EVsNE“WNE“ | 20 
B202 Sec. 24, NW4SW' | 40 ] 
T. 9S,,R.42E. | 
B58 Sec. 25, SS! | 160 | 
+ —4 
8203 Sec. 30, Lot 3, SWuNE%. NEUSWis. WeSE% | | 
Sec. 31, WY%NE's. SEUNE% | 320 | 
T. 9S.,R. 43 €. 
r T — 
673 Sec. 15, SWuSE's | 
| Sec. 22. NW'2NE“s 80 | 
B74 Sec. 30. Lot 3 | 38 | 
B75 Sec. 31. NY%eNE's | eo | 
B76 | Sec. 32, SWuNW's, NWSW" } go | 
T. 9S.R.44E. | 
o 4 ———4 
B229 Sec. 3, SWu4NEs. NWSE" go | 
B99 Sec. 23, SE‘““NW'. 40 | 
aa -- 
B100 Sec. 23. S¥SE'« | 
Sec. 26. NW NE‘ | 420 
~ aul a 
B96 Sec. 26, NEUSE‘. S'2SE' | 120 
r —¢ 
B102 Sec. 27. NW4NWs 40. 
B10 Sec. 27. NWUuSE's oO 
- + — 
B105  —| Sec. 34, SWuSE\% | 40 
Final EIS. 1908 .1%77 
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| Legal Description Approx 
Parcel (All Willamette Meridian, Oregon) Acres 
a T.10S.,R. 44 E. ; 
B106 Sec. 2, SW'«SW'« 40 
B107 Sec. 3, NW%SE% Tac 
B228 | Sec. 11, SW%NW'2 | 40 
5226 | Sec 15. E':NE™ | 6 
B227 T Sec 15. NE'«NW': | 40 
B109 TSec 18, Lots 2 and 3 77 
“T.11S,R.37E. : 
B71 | Sec. 19. Lot 2 | 32 
B72. _—*|s Sec. 20. SE“ SE% Tac | 
B80 | Sec 21, NY2NW'< 80 
B90 | Sec 21. SW'sSE"« | 40 | 
B91 | Sec. 27, Ni2NE% | 8 
B92 ‘| Sec 29. NW'.NW'. | 40 
B97 | Sec. 31. Lot 1 ) 33 
B108 | Sec 31, Lot 4 | 33 
B113 | Sec 31, NE*%«SE'= 7 4( _ 
Bi22._—s«Y|+~ Sec. 34, SE‘uNE* _ [40 
B125.—| Sec. 35. SEuSE"s 7 T 40 
a “T.11S.,R. 38 E. OO 
B127 _—| Sec. 26, NW'sNW'. | 400 
B128 _—'| Sec. 27, N¥sNW. SE'wNW's | 420. 
B129 | Sec 33, NW\4NE'< 40 
B130  —'| Sec. 34. SWuSW': Ta 
B131—*|* Sec. 36. SW's : | 160. 
“T.11S., R. 39. _ 
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| Legal Description Approx. 
Parcel : (All Willamette Merndian, Oregon) Acres 
Bit | Sec 33, SEuSW' | 4c 

T.11S.,R. 46 E. 
B121 _—s«| Sec. 7, Lots 1-4. inclusive. E'2SW':. N'2SE | 227 | 
a “T.12S.,R.36E. a 
B132 ~—Ss_| Sec. 22. SEuSE% | ac 
B133 | Sec 23. SEUNW"s Tae 
B134 | Sec 24. SW.SW': T ar 
'B135 ‘| Sec. 25, E“SW' Tg 

“T.12S., R. 37. a 
'B136—*'| Sec. 7, Lot3 | 36 
B137 _—*|s Sec. 7, N%=SE%, SEuSE 40% 
'B138 =| Sec. 8, NE“NE" Tat 
'B139° «| Sec. 12,NE%SEu ne 
Bz [Sec 13.SEuNWu.NE“WSW.  St=CSsti‘<CS:té‘= 
BS TSec14.SEuNEs | @ 
Bs ] Sec. 14 E*’2NW'. ET RC 
B140.—*|~ Sec. 19. SWuNE _ : - . 
Bist | Sec 21. SW'sNE Oo 4 
pi42. |Sec21.NEuNWtt™~™ 4 
B143 ~ T Sec 31. Lots 2and30t”~” 68 
T4725 R3E!!!!” 
“pias Sec. 10, SWuSW'. rn ry 
B146 T Sec 34. S’2SE"s OO CT aC 
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Parcel (All Willamette Mendian, Oregon) | Acres 
T. 12 S., R. 38 E (and T. 12 S..R. 39 E) | 
Bi4¢S «| T.12S RR 3BE 2534 | 
| Sec. 1, SYeNE*s, E'2SW'«. N'2SE'« | 
Sec. 12. SE's | 
Sec 13. NE*«.SW'<. N'2SE*’«. SE«%SE'« | 
Sec. 14. S'2N'2. N'2S'": | 
Sec. 15. S'eNE's. E'eNW':. N'2SE's. SE“USE'% 
Sec. 22, ENE'«. NE%“SE'- | 
Sec. 24, W': | 
Li2S.R39E 
' Sec. 6. Lots 4 to 7. inclusive. E’: 
| Sec. 7, Lots 1 to 4, inclusive, E*2W'2, SE's | 
T.12S..R.38E 
Bit | Sec. 2, Lot 2 | 40 
B12 | Sec. 2. SW%SE": | 40 
B13 | Sec 4. Lot3 | 41 
T. 12 S.. R. 39 E. 
Bz Sec. 5. Lot 1. SE'NE". | 78 
B161 Sec. 35. SE'«SE'« oe 
Sec 36. SW'sNW'.. W'-SW' 160 
T. 12S.,R. 40€. a 
B29 | Sec 28. NW'.SW':« 7 | 40 
B3C Sec. 29. SE'sSW'. 4 
ee ~ ee — SS 
B162 Sec. 31. Lot 1 39 
B163 | Sec. 32. SW\uNW's / AD 
= = =e e _ang 
T. 12 S., R. 42 E. 
— - 
B212 | Sec. 1, Lot3 | 3 | 
8210 _—| Sec. 10. NE%“SW's, NW'sSE's 80. 
6211 | Sec 11, SWsSE'« | 40 | 
T. 12 S., R. 43 E. 








Northeast Oregon Assernbied Land Exchange 





















































| Sec 27 NW" SW" 


Legal Description 
Parcel | (Ali Willamette Mendian. Oregon} 
B215 ~—s:'| Sec. 5, SW%SE% 
B213 | Sec. 7 SWuNE%, NWSE" 
B214 += | Sec. 7. NE““«NE“ Sn 
Sec 8B NW'‘ANW's 
“T.12S.R.43E. (and T. i2 S.. R. 44 E, —_ 
B219s—s«|T.12S R 43E 7 
Sec 24 NE’ “SE's 
T 12 R446 
Sec 19 Lot3 NE" sSW'' 
T.12S..R.44E SO 
B225 Sec 15 E‘eE 
611 Sec 31 Lots 2 3and4 oe 
T. 13 S.. R. 36 E. 
B) | Sec 15. SW'aNE "a : ; 
T. 13 S. R. 37 E 
B5 Sec 5. S'sNE'« 
B147 Sec 5. SV/uSW's / 
Sec 6. SE’ SW" S'»SE'. 
Bé6 Sec 9 NE ‘NE -_ 
B148 Sec 15. SE'uSW's. SW'uSE’s N':SE's (pomion sor 
of US Highway 26 
Sec. 22. NE‘«NW'. 
B149 Sec 21, SW'sNE's. SE'USW's. SE's 
Sec. 28. N'eNE's 
8150 | Sec. 22. SW'aNW' Mo : 
B154 | Sec. 23, NE\« (portion south of US Highway 26) 
| E*esNW's. NWA NW's 
Sec 14. S'2SW's (port on south of U S Highway 26 
BS 
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~egal Description : Approx. 
Parcel (All Willamette Mendian. Oregon) Acres 

































































B9 T Sec. 30, SE“NW's _ | 40. 
“7.13 S., R. 36 E. 7 
B15 | | Sec 19. E’2SE* | | 
Sec 20, NSW's, SW'SW's, NW SE's 240 
BIT7s Sec 34. NE“SE' ] 40 | 
‘T3S.R5E °°. © SY 
Bi58 Sec 10.E°2NW%.SWuNWa | 1200 
pis9s«|Sec 12.NE4SE%  ——<Ci=‘CSC™S | 40 
| T.19S.R40—E © 7 | 
B3 Sec. 2, Lot 3 So 7) 40 
B164 Sec 5, Lot 3 _ | ay 
Bre | Sec.5.SEuUNE% | 40 
B16 ‘Sec 5.SWuSWu ti (‘“‘asé™SOSCO.OO!~!OOUOC~™CU 








B173 Sec. 6. Lots 2.3 and 4 118 


Bit Sec. 7. Lot z 39 
SE sNW ~ NE sSW - SE - 320 
N'.SW': 


YU 
£ 


* 


BI6E Sec 11, SE'«NW'.« - Oe 40 
B169 Sec 12. SE%SW's. SW'SE': BC 
T.13S.R.41€ | _ 


B171 Sec 11. SWuNW'. 40 





‘7.135. R.44€ 
“ B2: Sec 23. SW'aNW s W':SW'. | 120 
B22) sec. 26 NE ‘NW _ 4c 
; 7.135. R. 45€ ne 


Bit¢ sec. 30. Lot 3 4( 
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a Legal Desc-iption 
Parcel (All Willamette Mendan. Oregon) 


1. 14S.,R. 37. 
| B10 Sec. 6, Lot 3 | 38 
| T. 14S., R. 38 E. 
B16 Sec. 4, Lot 3, SEuNW% | 80 
: 7. 14S., 2. 44 E. 


| B224 Sec. 11, W%E% 
| Sec. 14. WE 


T. 14S., R. 45 E. 


B17 Sec. 19. SW\4NE's, W'2SE“e | 
| Sec 30, NYeNW4NE'c 





) 
a 






































Summary of Potential Disposal Parcels 
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Total Acres of Potential Disposal Parcels identified to Date, by County 
Grant County 49.412 
Wheeler County 2.946 
Morrow County 1.690 
Umatila County 7.602 
Union County 4 566 
Baker County 26,050 
TOTAL 92.266 acres 





* Acres are estimates (rounded up/down to nearest acre) and may be more or less 
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| 
Table A-1b. Public Lands Considered for Disposal in Northeast 
Oregon Assembled Land Exchange 
Cn ths tabie. the parcels are ksted by parce! number according to basm and county (Wheeler-VW 
Grant-G. Morrow-M. Umatidia-UM_ Union-UN. and Baker-8) im consecutve ascenting order, to the 
extent posse «= Parcels in bold (by parcel number) are included in Phase * of NOALE. A 
ther parcels wal be considered for disposal »n Future Phases All parcets m Union and Baker 
Countes are m Future Phases of NOALE 
aS¢ wnere tw more parce nave Tr »arr wrsn® and range. Te parcels are grouped 
TT. @ré are rr ‘ases where a c ear * ‘ af . mr re. c A 7 re parce > wr) cr 5 srupts tre 
nsecutve numencal order Also. because the parcels are sted by parce! nurnbers. the lega 
' 
jescriptions (fownstwps. ranges. and sections) are not isted m sequence Mowever, for relerence | 
purposes. Table A-1la ists the poterial disposal parcels by legal description. with lownstups. ranges | 
nd sections m ascending order identical imformation «s provided on Doth tables A summary isting 
tal acres ‘Cerntmhed for Grsposal, to Gale. Dy sty « presented al the end of the tabie 
| ‘ . 
Legal Description Approx. 
Parcel (All Willamette Mendian, Oregon) Acres 
" $$ $$$ —_—_+— —__ -_-—— 4 
Wheeler County 
T. 6 S., R. 23 E. 
wi Sec. 23. NE'« SW's 40 
T. 7. S, R. 22 E. 
W2 and sec. 12. Lot 3. NW'.NE'« 74 
W3 | 
. - - ————_— -—— — —- —- —— 7 —~ ++ —- — -—4 
w4 Sec. 14. NW'«SE“« 40 
, . ee ee oo -~_———_ —— — 4 
ws Sec. 20. SW'4NE'« 0 
> - +>-- — - — —_—_—— —_——— ———— rer - Ch -ChlU Cr ——— OO ———_4—-— _ _-—— ——~ 
W6é sec. 23. NW'sSW's 40 
W7 and Sec 25. NE'«NE'«. S's2NW'. 12° 
we 
+ _— — a . - “ 
W8 and Sec. 26. S'eNE'«. SE'«SE's 120 
ws 
> _— > ee ——— —— —- + - - “ 
w10 Sec. 34, NE«SW'« 40 
T.8S., R. 22. E. 
ea > Cee | 
W11 and Sec. 1, Lots 1.3 and 5 (37.97, 38.91. and 34.60 acres 1 4994 
wi5 respectively) 
> ~ -— -- ——_ — $$ $$$ —— - - — -—— - - + - + 


W112 Sec 10. Lot 4 37 


w13 Sec 11 SEuSW's | a 


—_—— — _ ———— ee _ ee _ — - . ————— —— - - - 


188 - Northeast Oregon Assembied Land Exchange 


(89 














































































































| Legal Description _ Approx. — 
Parcel (All Willamette Mencian, Oregon) | Acres 
T.8S.,R.23E. | 
wi4 Sec. 9, SSW" | god 
T.8.S.,R.22E. | 
wié Sec. 4, SEUNW's | «42 | 
wi7 Sec. 6, SESW" a 
wi7 Sec. 7, Lot 6, NE““NW's a1 
— —— 
T.8S., R. 23 E. | 
bus —~ — 
wis Sec. 19. E’eSW's,. SWu4SE'« | 120 
T.8.S.,R. 22 E. | 
. - - —----———-+} 
wi9 | Sec. 24, Lots 3 and 4 (30.43 and 30.89 acres | 221 | 
| respectively), and WE": | | 
| jo 
w19 | Sec. 25. Lots 1-4 (31.36. 31.83. 32.3.and32.77 acres, | 248 
| respectively) and W'2NE's. NW'«SE"< | | 
T.8S.,R. 23 E. Oo 
w20 | Sec. 30. Lots 2 and 3 (38 82 and 38 94 acres | 18 
| respectively), SE'«SW'. 
T.8.S.,R. 22 E. 
w21 | Sec. 35, N'eNE's Ty 80) 
W21 and | Sec. 26. Lots 1 and 2 (3519 and 35.09 acres. 190 
Ww22 | respectively) and NW'.SE'.. S'2SE'. 
" 1 Ee — 4 
T.8S.,R.21€. | 
W24A | Sec. 5. Lot 1 Oo | 28 I 
W24B Sec. 14, Lot 5 | 38 
> — —— ee a _ _ - - —_ —_ 
T.8S.,R. 23 €. | 
w32 | Sec. 23, NW'&NE‘ 40 
T.8S.,R. 24E. oe 
w33 | Sec 5, SEuSW's | 40 
w33 | Sec. 8. NEWNW's, SieNW | 120 
Final EIS 1998-189 
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) = me 
Parcel | (All Willamette Mendian, Oregon) Acres’ | 
w34 Sec. 10, NWuSW's 40 
“W35 Sec. 17, SWuSW% 40 
“w36 Sec. 21. NW4SE'%s, SEUSE% 80 
“W36 Sec. 28, NE “NE % 40 
'W36 and | Sec 27. NWuNW. SWuSE% 80 
W39A 

w37 Sec. 23, ESW's, WSE%. NEUSE % 200 
‘w38 ss Sec. 25, SWuNE% 40 
Zz “7.8S.,R.25E. 

“W398 Sec. 7, NEU“SW' 40 
‘wats | Sec. 3, SWuNE, NE“SWu, NeSE% 160 | 
FBS RQZE. 

W700 | : | Sec 34, NE“SE's 40 
Grant County 

P T.75S.,R.30E. 

G1 —S=«d: Sec. 24, NEWNE » 
“G2and | Sec. 23, SEuSWu. NEUSE": | 80 

G3 

G4 ——=«*Ss«SSec. 1S NWUANE™s Oo 40 
ETS R DOE - 
G5) sd Sec. 14, S1/2NW's i 80 
co “Sec. 15 SEuNE. a | 40 _ 
G6 | Sec. 17, NW%SE' 7 | 40 | 
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| Legal Description | Approx. 
Parcel (All Willamette Mendian, Oregon) | Acres 
i T.7S.,R. 27€. | 
G7 Sec. 34, SWU4SE' 40 
T.8S.,R.27E | 
G8 Sec. 14, NNW" | 80 
G8 and Sec. 15. NYNE“W'2SW'« 160 
G9 
G10 Sec. 25. NWuSE% | 40 
| T.8S.,R. 28 E. 
(Git Sec. 31, Lots 9 and 10 (25.06 and 24.85 acres | 50 
| respectively) | 
G13 Sec. 26, N¥2SW's | 80 
G14 Sec. 27, SWuSE' | 40 
G15 Sec. 26, SWuSE's 40 
G16 and | Sec. 22, NE“NE%. SWuNW's NE“SE' 120 
G18 | 
- +— —_——— 
G17 Sec. 15. EeSW'« | 80 
G20 and | Sec. 14, NWUNE%. NEUNW NWSW NWUSEY | 160, 
G21 | | 
G23 | Sec 24, W'’eNE's. NWSE“ | 120 _ 
G24 | Sec. 11. SNE .E'SW's. SE's | 320 
+ —— —-—4-— — - 
G24 | Sec. 12. SwN's. SteNW's. NSW. SWUSW'a 280 | 
T.8S..R. 29€. I 
G25 | Sec. 7, Lots 7.8.9.16.17.18.19.21 and 22 (48.65. 40 40, | 36 0—COC 
40, 40, 48.62, 48.58 40. and 40 acres. respectively) | 
a + _ | 
G26 Sec. 18. Lot 15 | 40 
6278 Sec. 5. SW'uNW's - 7) 
> —_——_—___—_—_—— ——— ——_——4 
G28 Sec. 22. SW'sSE'. 40 
G28 Sec. 27. NE's. E‘sNW's, NW4SEs | 280 
Final EIS 1908 . 197 
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Legal Description Approx. 
Parcel All Willamette Mendian. Oregon Acres 
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Legal Description Approx. 

Parcel (All Willamette Mendian. Oregon) Acres 
G53 | Sec 22. NX2NE‘«, SE*%“{NE*< | 120 
G54 | Sec 9 SESW" 40 
G55B | Sec 3. Lot 4 | 3€ 
G55A _—S_i|s Sec. 4. NW%SE% | 40 | 
356 | Sec 5. Lot 8 | 40 
G57 | Sec 6, Lots 1.2.3.6 and 7 (32.26. 31.14. 30.02, 40. and 291 

40 acres, respectively). and SW'«NE‘*<. NE%SW'z.NW'< 

SEV. 
G58 | Sec. 7, W%NE%, NEuNW' | 320 
G59 | Sec. 8, SWuSV/:4 ar. 
G60 | Sec. 17, SWUNE%. S'¢NW'e “| 420 | 
G6 | Sec. 18, SEuSE% [40 
G62.s«d‘ Sec. 20. SW" NE%. SEUNW"s. Nv2SW | 0 
G63ABC | Sec 30, SEuNE%. E%SE% iT  y200 CO 
G63ABC | Sec. 31. Lot 1 (38.68 acres). and N’2NE'= SEUNE:. 239 . 

NE“NW's. NE“SE* 
G63ABC | Sec. 29, W's. NYSE. SWuSE". | 440. 
T.9S.,R.27E. OO 
G64ABC Sec. 36. NE‘. NE%“<SW"s. E"2SE"« — T 3g9 
G65ABC | Sec. 35.W':NW%:.SWs.SW.SEu TB 
G65ABC Sec. 34. EXE". 160° 
G66 and | Sec 26.NEuNE%.SE“SWu.NWuSEu ~~) «120~—S 
G68B 
“G6BC and | Sec. 25, N'2NE's. SW'uNE's. NE'NW's. S2SE | 240 | 
G64ABC 
G6sB si Sec. 23, E%sSW's. E%2SE% iT ae 
and G67 
Gesc —| Sec. 24. NWuNE% S'%:NE's. NWuNWu. SYUNWu. S| 600 
G69. ti«éSee. 14. NWN ae 
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Legal Description Approx. 
Parcel All Willamette Mendian, Oregon Acres 
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T.3S..R.27E 
G73 Sec 4. Lot 1 3€ 
B someeehesenieennenenenenenen > ————————————— 
G74 and Sec 5. Lot 1 (33.34 acres). anc SE’«NE';. W'2SW’'« 153 
G75 
- - _ ———<— ——— — -_ —— —— 
G76ABC Sec 6. Lots 4.5 and 6 (29 83. 40.37.and 40.62 acres 271 
especi vely anc SVV :NE - SE sNW ~ NE sSVW * 
ave ec 
> S| = - 
T.3S..R.26E 
G76ABC Sec. 1. Lots 1 and 2 (29.52 and 29 57 acres 179 
respectively). S'2NE NE'«SE 
T.8S..R.27E 
G76ABC Sec 32. W':SW a 
T.93S..R.27E 
G77A ec 18. S'2NE':. N’2SE's.. SE'sSE 200 
- . - - —_ _ — 
G77ABC . iy NE «NE - NE . N SE . SV SE 240 
> ~— > - 
G77ABC * 4 N ' sNE Se sNE oil 
and G78 
* - - _ ~ - - - 4 
G79 >¢ cy N NE ‘ NE = NV - 17 
* — — — — —> -_—_——— —_—< 
G79 sec 29. S'2NE'«. N'2SE'*«. SW'«SE'« 200 
G80 Sé 23. NW aNE - S N N'2s S SE < 44( 
> _— — — _ _ -?> —— « 
G80 . d ‘ SE Nv é NE SV “ S SW SW SE 2 ~ 
e 4 = 
G80 sec. 26. NE if 
1 > — 
G80 _ >t Ps . NV NE NV N SV\ Se “ 44 
— ee — —_ -_— — — ——. — — — — 
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Legal Description Approx. 

Parcel | (All Willamette Mendian, Oregon) Acres 
G83A and | Sec. 22. S%sNE%.N%SE%.SWuSW%,.SWuSEX | 240 
G80 | 
G83B | Sec. 27, SEuSE™ 40 
GeaB | Sec. 15, NE™NE". Tac 
G84E. | Sec 14. NNW, NW%SW's, NE%SE*e | 600 COC 
G81, and — : 
G82 | 
G84A | Sec 3, Lots 3 and 4 (26.57 and 26.2 acres T 173 

| respectively), anc SW'«NE‘s, S'2NW's) 
Ge4B | Sec. 11. SWuNE™s, SW T2200 
Ge4B | Sec. 10, E's, E'2SWis | 400 
GeaD | Sec. 4. S12SW' a 

“T.10S..R.27E. | 
G85B—Ss«s Sec. 3. SE%NE% a 
G85A ss Sec. 5. NE“SW':. NWSE i ae 
G86 | Sec. 10, WisNW's. NWSW". SEUSW": 16 
G87 [Sec 15. Wi2NW's. NW'uSW's rT, 
G88 | Sec 22. S’2SW': ; ae BC 
G89 and | Sec. 27. NE‘“SE':. SW'uNW".. W'2SW' T wo 
G711 
G89 | Sec 26. NW'«SW' a T- 4c | 
G92 T Sec 1, Lot? SEuNE: »=—t—<Cs~CSt | B09 - 

‘T.10S.R.286. ET 
G93 Sec 7, NEUSW%.NWuSE% l eo | 
GO4A | Sec. 16. SWuNE™. NEUSW's. SWuSW%s.NWuSEs | 160 | 
and G94B 
G95 “| Sec. 22. SEUStV"'s rn rn 
G95 —s«d| Sec. 27.NWUNE%NUNWut*~=CSst~<CS~StStSD SS 
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/96 







































































7 Lega! Description | Approx. 
Parcel All Willamette Mendian, Oregon) Acres 
G96. Sec. 23, NE‘%«NW'.. NE'«SW'*:. SW'«SW'"« 12C 
G97. and 
G98 
G98 and => Sec. 26. NW": NW":. SE™=SW": | | ec 
G99s 
G00 Sec 33. NWuSES tt tst~CS~™S y 4c 

T.10S..R.2SE rn ; i 

G101 | Sec. 30 Lot 2 SO 41 | 
G1U02 | Sec 14 SE AN = OO | 40 
G102 [Sec 13.SWuNWi | 4 
G103. Ss‘. 10S. R. 30 E. Sec 32. NE™NW'. | 40. 
Gi0s. «108, R.29E. Sec | SEWNE™ a 

T. 10 SR 3 (Ee re _ | 
G104B | Sex 30 ‘Lot 2 7 4c a 
GI104A Sé 29 W'2SW' : . : | BC 
Gi04D =‘. 10S... 30E. Sec 21 SWuNW 40 
TUS.R2E 8 8 |8©=©)tC<CisCti‘.. TC) i” 
5109110 | Sec 6 Lot 114080 acres), SEWNEW SWuSEN a 
p ] 5 SELLS ; - as a 40 | 
611 Sec 18. NE“NE': WNE': NEUNW'. WoSE™s | 26 
NE'«S 
A Sec 17 SWS P 
A | C, Wi oN T Br 1 
3114 | Sec 21. NE%NE Oe a a ae 
G115 /Sec.32.NYeNE%“.W2SWu.SEuSEu ~~~: ~«»200”~S 
G116E i 12 S..R. 28 E. Sec 4. Lots 1 and 2 4c 7§ 40.65 | 81 | 
G116A T. 11S. R. 28 E. Sec 33 SEuSW ee a 
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Legal Description Approx. 
Parcel | (All Willamette Meridian, Oregon) Acres 
G117B | T. 12 S., R. 28 E. Sec. 5. Lots 1 and 2 (40.42 and 40 47 281 
139A | acres, respectively). SW'«NE*«. SW'« 
T.11S.,R.28E 

G118 and | Sec. 31. Lots 1 and 2 SE (46.15 and 46 45 acres) 333 
G120 ) NE‘«NW'c. NE%<SW'<. SE'« 

G119 Sec. 30, Lot 4 (45.89 acres), SEuSW%,. SE%SE ?€ 
and G120 | 

T.11S..R.27€E 

G121 | Sec. 36, NX2NE's. NENW". 12¢ 
G122/717 Sec. 25. NW'‘«NW':. NWuSW':. N%SE‘< 160 
~- “T —— . —_ —_ 
G124 | Sec. 23. NE*« 16C 
G125 | Sec. 11. N*eNE'« 5C 
G127 Sec. 34. E*2NW'.«. SW'«SW's rat 
and 

G1278 

T. 12S.,R. 27 E. : 
G128/130 Sec. 2, Lots 14 (40 65. 40.75. 40.85. and 40.95 acres 363 
respectively). S'2N'2, SW'«SE'« 

G1i2é Sec 1. Lot 4 (40.53 acres). NW'.SW':. S'2SW'« 241 
1318 N'2SE"« 

G129 Sec 3. SE%«{SE'« 4t 
$130 Sec 11. W'2NE's. E'oNW's ang 
G131C Sec 12. E's. E’2W's. NW'uENW 520 
G131C Sec 13, NE's. E'2NW'. 24 
G132 Sec. 15. NE‘«NE'. 40 
G133B8 Sec. 20. All 640 
G133A Sec 28. W'eNE'<. W': 40C 
G134 Sec 26. W':. W'2E':. 480 
G135 Sec 34 A 64( 
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G140 
G140/141 
G142 


G143/144 


G145 
G146 
G147 
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Legal Description 


ametie Mendian. Oreaon 








a a 





T.13S..R.27E 


Sec. 12. SE“«NE%,. NESE‘ 


> 
re .. rc * an 
~> | “so 
~ * - - ~—/ oe 


T.12S..R. 28E. 


~ 6 = _ . a So | mn A 
>¢ LOt < and 6 (40.38 and 53.39 acres 
” w 4 - as ‘ ‘ ‘~«,!7, ay 
espe cry SW - JE - JE sovV¥ « VV SE ~ 
> — —— ——— 
= = 
— ‘2 =" “ — , c* ae = A cf ~ 
wc = da “~ «& JJ Od ang JJ 6; acres 
¢ ‘ ~ 7 2 * es oF” « . *, 
>* c ¥ ] . Cc - c vy « 
4 _ = — —_ _— 
Co 7~ tus £ ag S ow = c 
Se L 46 04 acres). E'»SE"« 
o . — ——EE eS = 
6 , iw « tie , * ~*~ 
7 ~ 
. vy a Cc - ~ Cc ‘¥ ” SE . 
~/ 7 = 4 < ~ p , ~ 
— i. . > - i 
> 
~- 
~é Ne 
> 
~ sa r~i @ * * * * 
ad =) 2. ‘ey ¥ Sve iE SE 
> 
4 . * as c ‘ ‘ o , , 
et ‘ ‘v¥ c ¥V¥ ‘vy SW 
* « ; te - oe sr - ‘ s 
a €ang3i4 ; “ 40 acre 
, . ’ . ~ ~ b 
> v » 
> 
‘ - c . . . r 
= ‘ *v¥ . 
*. 
‘ * o 
. ‘vy ¥ i. 
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' 8 €’.NY 
< *vF 
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Legal Description Approx. 
Parcel (All Willamette Mendian. Oregon Acres 


T.12S..R.30E. 


——<—<— ee ee _-——_— _-_ —__ — — —— ce 


G149 Sec. 34. W'2W': 160 


--——_ -—_—_———_———_—— - ot — - — —— —_— _———_—— - —_ > 


G150A Sec 24. SE‘«NE's. W's, W'2E'e. NESE S¢ 


ee _ — > — — — 




















G150A/ Sec 25. SE*«NE'«. NW'.NW'. fs 


G151B/ T 12S.R 31 €E Sec 30 _ots 3 and 4 (39.77 and 
151A 39 44 acres. respectively). and SE‘«NE*«. SW'iNW': 
E'.SW'«. E'2SE*« 


G152 T 12S.R 31€E Sec 26. SW'.SE'. R. 
G153 and 


G154 


T.12S.R.33E. 
G158 Sec. 5. Lot z 





GG159 | Sec 16. SNE. ESE. lg 

G159 ‘Sec 15. SWuNV ‘ 

G160 lS 7 W'-E 

G162 iT 13S .R E Sec 30. Lot 2. SE'uNV x 2 
acres 


G163 T.13S.R 34 €E Sec 24. SE'«NE SE'sNW'. 

N'2SE's 

T.13S..R. 33 E 
Gi64 Sec 22. NE‘«NE'. 


= 


’ . 
G165 Sec 4. Lots 3 and 4 (40 18 and 40 45 acre: 
respectively) S'2NW < SW ‘ 


° . 


G166 Sex 6. Lot 2 (40 56 acres). and SW NE F SE : 16} 
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os _ = es = | : 





































































































Legal Description _ Approx. 
Parcel All Willamette Mendian Oregon) Acres 
aaa + 4 
T. 13 S.,.R.32E | 
G167_ Sec. 8. SE'«SE*« | 40 | 
G168A Sec 20. NE'«. N'2SW'. 240 
and | 
G1686 Be 7 | | 
7.138. R.31€. | 
G169B | Sec. 4. Lots 1 and 2 (40.24 and 40.03 acres | 360 | 
respectively), and S'2NE'«. NW'«SW's, SE's | | 
oon tT... ~ T “ 
G170 Sec. 28, S'2SW'« | 80 | 
- +>+-— —-- — - + -4 
G171 Sec. 6. Lot 1 | 40 | 
- — - a a 4 
6172 | Sec 4, SE% SE's — 40 
$4 2 
G173 and | Sec. 14. NWuNE‘s. NE'uNW's. S'2SE% | 160 | 
G174 | | 
——_—_—_—__- —- = & - —— —_— S-§ —-————__ —__ -+ ——- —-— 
G175 'Sec 6,Lots 1 4 (4012, 40.37. 40.62. and 40.87 | 162 | 
| acres respectively) © | | 
G176 Sec 18 Lots 1 and 2. NE‘«. E' NW" SE's (41.34 483 
41.41) 
ees — 
“T.13S.,R.29E | 
G177 and | Sec. 24, NE‘. W'2NW' | 240 : 
G178 
G179 Sec. 28, W'2SW'. | 80 | 
. - e@ — ~ —— —— --— -- - > 
G180 Sec 8. All, | 640 | 
1 t PE re 
G181 Sec 6 Lots. 3.4.5.6 and 7 (40.37. 40 12 40 36 40 59 — 242 
_and 40.61 acres. respectively), and SE‘«NW'.« | | 
a Sn eneenee a 
T. 13 S., R. 26 E. 
G182 Sec. 14, NY 320 
SE = —EEE suede , 
G183B Sec 24, NE“SE%. SWuSE's 80 | 
G184 | Sec. 22. SvSE\% | 60 | 
G185 | Sec. 34, NW“NE's 40 
200 - Northeast Oregon Assembied Land Exchange 


0/ 


































































































a Legal Description Approx. 
Parcel (All Willamette Mendian, Oregon) Acres 
G186 Sec. 33, WY2NE%, SE“NE's, EXeNW's, NE“SE'% | 240 | 
_G187 and | Sec. 32, SEUNW%, E%SE% } 129 | 
~—G188 | 
_G189 Sec. 31. Lot 4 | os7 | 
oS “> ~ — 
+G190 and Sec. 29. SWuSW'«. SWSE“« | B80 | 
—G191 | | 
4 =o — 
'G1933 Sec. 20. N'eNE'%«. SWNE%. N*oNW's. SWUNW'e ) 240 
G193 and | Sec. 19. Lot 1 (54.87 acres). and E'»NE“« | 135 
G194 | | 
(6193 Sec. 17, SEM T 160. | 
G194 Sec. 18. Lots 3 and 4 (54.78 and 54.93 acres. qT 110 | 

respectively) | | 
_G197 T. 14S. R.29€. Sec. 11, ENE. N&SY | 240 

T.14S.,R.30E ST 
b T — ————— 
G198 | Sec 7. ENE | 80 
G200 | Sec 3, NWSW" a 40 
G201 | Sec. 11, NW4SE':. SO 40 

T.14S..R31E. re 
G202 | Sec. 5 Lois 3 and 4 (34.69 and 34 56 acres OY 109 

| fespectively) NE'.SW's 

G203 | Sec 3,Lots3and4 (33.74. 34.12) 68 
G204 | Sec. 30. SWuSE" a rT 
G205  _—s+| Sec. 31, SE“NW's. E'2S\V's en ar. 
= a ee | _ 
G206 Sec. 29. SWuNW's. NWUuUSW's | BO 
> —_— --——_-—- —- _ -- -> —- — — 4 
G206 and Sec. 32. SW'\4ANE'«. SE“ NW's. SW SW, NWUSE's 160 | 
G207 | | 
G209A _—| Sec. 28. SEUNW's. SE | 200 
and | | 
G209B8 | | 
= ——Ee = — — 4 





Final EIS 1996 - 201 















































Legal Description Approx. 

Parcel (AS Willametie Mendian, Oregon) Acres 
G210 Sec. 27. ESE | 80 | 
G2108 Sec. 15. NE“NW'«. SW'uNE'. NEuUSW. SSW | 280 
G210B1 Sec. 22. W'eNE'«. SE'«NE'«. N*oNW's. SEU SW 280 
and NW'«SE"« 
G210B3 
oe +-—- — -- —_— - —_ ——_-_ — —-~- > — — - —— - YH 
G210B4. Sec. 21. N'eNE'«. NE“NW's. NWuUSWs. SEUSW | 240 
G210B5. Sw'.SE' | 
and | | 
G21086 
G211 Sec 34, NE«“SE'« 40 
G212 Sec 23. NESE". | 40 

T. 14 S., R. 32 E. 
G213 Sec 9. SEUNW's. NEUSW's es 
G214 Sec. 4. NWSE". 40 
G215 Sec. 10. NW'uNE'. a 
G216 and Sec 1. Lots 1. 3 and 4 (34.13. 33.85. and 33.71 acres 182 
G218 respectively). and NW's«SW's. NE‘«SE‘s 
G216 Sec 2. Lots 1 and 2 (33.55 and 33.37 acres 227 

espectively). and SE 
G217 Sec 12. SW'uNW 4 

T.14S.R.33 E 
G219 vec 8. N'oNW SW 'aNW'. 12( 
G219 Sec 7. E'»NE'«. NE'.SE 

T. 17S. R.26€E 
G222 Sec. 17. NW'uNE | at 
G223 Sec 22, SE“NW'. 4( 
G224 Sec. 20. NWuSW | 40 
G225 Sec. 30. SE‘“NE's. NE'sSE'.. S'2SE 16C 
Ny east Vregon Assembied Land Exchange 


HQ3 






























































a Legal Description ml Approx. 
Parcel (All Willamette Mendian. Oregon) Acres 
| G225 and | Sec. 29. SEUNE%. WNW. N'2SE' | 200 
| G226 | 
T. 18S. R. 26 E. 
6229 | Sec 4. NEUSW's | 4c 
62308 a 17. WNW" BC 
| G230A Sec. 8. NWuSW%. SWuSW's ac 
and 
G2308 | 
G231 Sec. 9. S'2S': 16c 
G231 Sec. 10, SSW 80 
G232 | Sec 21. SWuANE'. | 40 
G233 | Sec 19. NEUSE". 40 
G234 and | Sec 28 NW 'aNE 's E' NW'.. S'»SE'« 00 
G235 | 
> | = EE > 
G2368 | Sec. 25 NV2NW'4 ar 
G236A | Sec. 26, SE'sNE'. 4 
G237 Sec. 13. N'oNW's lg 
G237 Sec. 12. SW'uNE'. s NW's. E2SWie. NWUSE's oat 
G238 [Sec 1.$8™ SE a — 
G239B _ [sec 2 Lots 1and2 S'»NE's W'»SE (40 62. 40.50 241 
G239A ‘| 17 S.R 26E Sec 35 SE 161 
G240C T 17 Ss R o7E Sec 31 Lots 1-4 (4038 4033 161 
| 40.28, 40.23) 
G240A Tt 1758 R 26 E Sec 25 NE'.SE S'»SE 20 
_ = aeettunadiet _ 
G240B 'T. 17S... 27€ Sec 30. Lot wmd4 (4034 122 
40 36. 40 39) 
-—— - +——_- ———— ‘ 
G242. Mm 17S.R 26 E Se NE'sNE'. SE'ANW 160 
G241A W'.SE's 
and 
G24iB | 
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OY 








G247A Sec. 3, Lots 3 and 4. S'oNW's. SW 








Legal Description 


Parcel All Willamette Mendian, Oregon) 
ne ae 2 
G20 | Sec 18. NWSW 

G244 and | Sec. 29. ENE. SWSE". On 
G245 


G246B8 Sec 33, N W' SW". SE ‘ 


and G247 
G246 Sec. 28. E's. SEuSW's —___—_— 
G246 Sec 21 W'-E'. _ 


T. 18 S., R. 27 E. 


(43.62, 43.54 


G247A | Sec. 4. Lots 1-4. NE%“SE'%s (4340 4323 4305 
4? BR 
G247. Sec 1¢ N NW ‘ SV a NVV * S VV sSW 4 NV sSE a 
C251. and 
G252 
T.17S..R8.27€ 
G247 sec 27. SW’. 
G247 sec 34 W'.. S'eSE 


G248 and Sec 5. Lots 3and4 S'.SE 4223. 4201 
G250A 


G249 sec 6 SESE. 
G250A sec 8. NE‘. N 2S" 


G250B sec. 9. SE‘sNE's SW'UNW'. 


and 
G247A 
6253 Se SW'4SW'. 
G254 | Sec. 11, S'oNE 
| G254 Sec. 12. S'eN 
Northeast Oregon Assembled Land Exchange 





Acres 
————— ——d 
a 
—. 
> ~~ 
+o 
‘i. Ww 
> ~ 
- r 
560 
360 
+ ——_——-___——4 
160 

ss 
- _ —+ 
aed 
32 
. 4 
13 
> “ 
fF, 
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“ 
164 
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-@ 
os 
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| | Legal Description Approx. 
Parcel | (All Willametie Mendian. Oregon) Acres 
T. 18S., R. 28 E. 
6256 Sec. 6, Lots 1.2.3.45.6and7,.SNE%SEUNW% | 539_~=~*| 
NWu%SW' (61.24. 62.39. 63.54. 68.30 4171 41.19 | 
40.66) 
—. - —>—___—__—_—___+ 
G257 Sec. 5, Lot 1. StsN¥e. NWuSW% (57.86) 258i 
6260 and | Sec. 9. S“YNWi. NWuSW%. EMSE™ | 20 = «| 
G262 | | 
6260 —s_| Sec. 7, SNE, SE*s a ry, 
G260 | Sec. 8. NWUNE'%s. SNE. NW. NeSts, SWuSW' 480 
> —__—_—__¢——_ ————_ 
G261 Sec. 20. N'eNW's. SWuUNW's | 120 
G261 Sec. 17, NE%, NENW, SYNWis, SW, NYSE % 560 
'SwuSeE 
G262 f 10. WuSW. SEUSW's 120 
G263 | Sec. 15, S*NW's, NSW 160 
62658 | Sec. 22, SuSW's gC 
'Gzsse | Sec 21. NE“NE%s. SEUSE's g0OCd 
and G264 
G265B | Sec. 28, SWNE'. W'SE's. SE'SE". 16( 
G2658 Sec. 27. All : Pv, 
G266 Sec. 33. ENE", 160 | 
G267 and = Sec. 23. NW4uNW's. SE“ a " 
G268 | 
—-~— 2 + ‘ 
G267 | Sec 24, NW: sSW's S$", SW. 120 
G268 | Sec. 14, SWuSW'. : 40 
a —_——— ——S —3$ > + 4 
G269 and Sec 1!. SE'«NE. S'.SW'y NE’ sSE's 160 
G270 
ee eeesesesSSSSCSC‘C 
G271 '7T 18S. R 29E Sec 7 Lots 3 and 4 133 Bs and 147 
| 33 67 acres respectively) and a SW" 
G271 lt 18S_R 28E Sec 12 SE ; 16! 
Final EIS 1908 . 20° 











G275 
G276 


G2793 and 
G284A 


G281 and 
G284A 


G282. 
G283. and 
G298 


G286 


G286 and 
G431 


G289 


G289 
G292 





Legal Description Approx. 
All Willamette Mendia regon Acres 
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Legal Description Approx. 
Parcel All Willamette Mendian. Oregor Acres 

















T. 11 S..R. 27 E. 
G420 Sec. 9. Lot 1 (42.98 acres). and SE’«SE'= 23 
Cc - S' NW - ‘fF 


G422/126 Sec. 22. N°2NE 
































G424 6 N N sNW - 4 
G426 T.14S..R.33 E.. Sec. 9. W'2SW's, NESW 1¢ 
NW'«SE 
T.17S..R.27€E 
G428 Sec. 17. NW’sNE'« 4 
G428 Sec. 8. N'2NE‘«. SW'«NE's. W'2SE'= 
G429 and Sec 9. NW’'«NW'<. E'eSW. W'eSE. SE*«SE'«. N' NE f 
G430 SE*«NE'< 
G431 and Sec 7 = NE 7 NV eNVV ~ N VV SW « 





G701 1.6S 


cia Cissy 
G19 OV¥¥ 4£QOV¥ « 


G704 Sec 23. NENW". |g 
G705 and Sec 32. NE%NW: NWuSW B 
G37 


G707, T 
G708. and SE’. 


G44 











V) 


G703 and 
G30 


G710 Sec Z 7 Ve N ‘ 


G712 Sec 28. NVW'.NE 
and G713 


G714 and Sec 34. W'eNE 

G715 

G716 'T 10S.R31E 
T.11S.R.29E 

G718 Sec. 29. SW. § 


G718 Sec. 32. NW'.«NE 


; 


G719/720 Sec 30. Lot 3 (4; 


G721 T.12S..R. 26€ 
139A 


G722 r12S.R 29€ 


rv) 


G723 T 12S.F 
G724.and SW'.SW 
G161A 


G725 and T 13 Re 28 ft 


G192 .o,/ lee 4 [> 


G726 TT R olf 
G727 J 14 RUE 

G728 'T 16S R SOE 
G729 T4497 R 27. 


ry) 


L 





egal Description 
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| | Legal Description Approx. 
Parcel | (All Willamette Meridian, Oregon) Acres 

T. 17S., R. 26E. 
G730 and | Sec. 31, WY2NE':. NW%SE%. SEuSE% | 6 | 
G225 | 
G730, _—*| Sec. 32. NWuNE%. SWuSW%. NWuSE™ | 320 
G227, and © 
G228 
G730.-—=s«| T. 18S. Rh 26E Sec. 5 Lot4 ag 
Morrow County _ 
Mi |T.6S..R.25E.. Sec. 7, NEuSE% | 

T.6S..R. 25€E.. Sec. 8. NWSW" BC 
M2 | T. 6S. R.25E. Sec. 6, Lot 4 ae: 
M3 |T.6S..R 25E., Sec. 9. NEUSW's | 5 
‘M4 ss T. 6S. R.25E. Sec. 10. E:SW's, S'2SE": 16¢ 
MT 6S..R.25€E.. Sec. 1. Lot 1 | 24 
‘M6 —s | T. 6S. R. 25E., Sec. 19 Lot3 | 3g 
M7 ss |T.5S.R25E.Sec 31.Lots at 
‘MB —_—«|T.5S..R.26E.. Sec. 11, SWuSW's ag 
MS \T 53.R. 27 E Sec 17 NEUSEX | YT 40 _ 
Mio = | T.5S.R27E.Sec3NWuSWs = =————<“C~S:*té‘ OS 
fant] 1.48.8 286. Sects Newnes a 
M12 T.4S.R28E.Sec!.SEuNE%.NUSEX  —_=s| 
mis. «| 14S. R29E Sec6 SEuSWs SWuSEXU ~~ «8g 
Mis [7 4S.R29E Sec 3NEuSEU a 
M14 |T.4S.R 29E. Sec 3. Lots 1 to 4. inclusive | 

T 4S.R.29€E. Sec 4. Lots 1 and 2 G4 
M24 [tT 2S.R29E Sec tNWuSEu Tg 
M26 |T 2N.R.27E. Sec 6. unnamed lot inthe NEUNWu | at 
M27 IT 5N.R 27E. Sec 20, southern portion ot | 

NW'sSW's not included within Corps of Engineers 

| wetncrawal. a — j; _' 
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Legal Description Approx 
Parcel (All Willamette Mendian. Oregon Acres 
UM22 It 3N..R.27€E.. Sec 2. SE“SE% ee 2 40 
UM23_ | T.5N..R 28E. Sec. 32 wee _ | a 
UM24 | T.SN.. R28 E.. Sec. 34. SeSWuNW' 
vuM2s |TSN.R26E Sec 28SEuSEu  t—i(‘i«‘“C#tC*«S 
UM26 _|t 5N..R 26 E. Sec. 28 NE NE" | 4 
UM27_— | TSN. R 28E. Sec. 22. Lot 1. SW sw. id] 
UM28 T.5N. R26. Sec. 26, W NWisSWis, SWUSWi | 
pa NESW | 
um29__—s| T. 5 N..R 29E.. Sec. 20. SW 1f 
_UM30— its NR 29 E. Sec 34, NE‘aNE = _ | 4 
UM31 | T. SN. R 30E.. Sec 10,S% | 
um32___|T_5N.R30E. Sec. 13 SE . 
_UM33 iT 5N..R 30E Sec. 11. E*2W 
_UM34—s§ T. 5 NR 30E., Sec. 4 SE14NE’. . 4 
UM35 iT. 6 N R 30E. Se 35 SE% 
UM36 if 9 N R 31 E. sec 8. SW'«SE ‘ 
UM37 TS NOR 31 E. Se 2 Lot 3 
UM38 T6N.R 32E. Sec 15. Lota 
um39—s | i. 3N.R36E. Sec 14. E'sSW's. NW'ASE 

T 3N.R 36E. Sec 23. NE'\uNV 

UM40 ly - N R 37 E [ec <3 S$ St . 
UM41 ly oN. R a7 E 5ec “7 NE ‘NE , | 4 
UM42 [7 2 N..R.37E. Soc 27. NESE 4 
UM43 |T.5N.R.38E. Se 9 WIoNEts ! NW 
UM44 |} 5N.R 36E sec 19. NE'«SE 4 
UM45 | T 5N.R.38E.. Se 7/7, lots 1.8 a 1 NE‘«SE 44 
UM46 | TSN R SBE Sec 8 SE SE 4 
UNM47 T3S.R31€E. Se 17.5 SW - 
UM48 T R 32E W'2SI . 
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Legal Description Approx. 
(All Willamette Mendian, Oregon Acres 














T.5N.,. R. 31€.. Sec. 3, Lot 4. SYeNW% 
T.5N..R.31€E.. Sec. 4, Lots 1 to 4. inclusive 

SE “NE, SW'uNW's. WYeSW's 
Sec. 5. Lots 1 and 2. S’eNE'«. SE*« 
Sec. 6. Lots 1. 2. 6 and 7 

S'eNE'. E.SW% SE's 

E. Sec. 7, Lot 1. NWuNE\s 

E. Sec. 8. NE“VNW'« 

E. Sec. 27. SEu“SW%.WSE% 

E 

E 

E 


~4 
uw 
< 
DD 
= 
mm 


Sec. 28. Lots 14 and 15 
Sec. 29. Lot 16 
Sec. 31. Lots 2.3 and 4. SEuUNW'. 
E'2SW's. SE's 
T.6N.R.31€.. Sec 32, Lots 1.2.6.7.9. 12. 13 and 
16 to 20. inclusive 
T.6N.R.31€E. Sec. 33 Lots 1. 2. and 7 to 10 
inclusive 
T 6N.R31E. Sec 34. NWuUNEX. NONW 
SW NW 2.798 


T.6N..R.31€E.. Sec 17. Lot3 37 
UM77 T2S.R33€E 

Sec 4. Lotz 

Sec. 5. Lots 10. 11 and 13 
Sec. 9. Lots 5 and & 

Sec. 11. Lot 3 70) 
UM78 T2S.R. 33E. Sec 19 Lota 4 
UM79 T2S.R 33E. Sec 19 Lot 16 34 
UM80 T6S.R 33E. Sec 5 Lot4 SwWwuNnw 69 


Si 
oa 
< 
DHDDDDD 
UW 


a —_ ~ —— Cl ——— — 


Union County 


UN1 T.1N.R. 3BE. Sec 32. SeNW' SW 24 


UN; a 25..R.36E.. Sec. 4. S*eNW's 8 
UNS T2S.R SE. Sec 18, SEuSW's 
| ! 25..R. 36E.. Sec. 19. W'2NE%. NE“NW' | 160 
_UN4 | T.2S.R.36E. Sec 24. NWSW 40 
_UNS | T.2S.,R.37€.. Sec. 27, SEuNW's 4( 
_UN6 | T.2 S..R. 37 E.. Sec. 35. SW4uSW'e 40 
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Legal Description Approx 
Parcel (All Willametie Mendian. Oregon) Acres 
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UN32 | Sec. 14. NE“ NE 4 


ee _—_— —_- — —$___—__ - 


UN33 Sec. 14. W'2SE'« p 


————$$ —_ — _ - - 











| 5S..R.40€.. Sec 15. NWiuUNW' 3 
5S.R 40E. Sec.15. NEUSW's 4 
5S. R 40E. Sec. 22. SWuNE's 
| T.5S.R41E 7 

UN37 | Sec 10. NW\4NE“« 4 


-— ——__—__ -—_—— + 
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UN38 | Sec. 15, SW“NE"s 4 
i , 
UN39 | sec. 30. SE“SW's : 
UN41 Sec. 32. S'2SE‘« 
UN4; Sec. 33. NE“SW 
UN45S T 6S..R. 40€E.. Sec 3. SW'aNE 4 
UN4¢ T6S.R 40€E.. Sec 13. SW'sNE | 
UN4& T 6S..R 40E. Sec 24, SW'SE 
| 6S.R 40€E.. Sec 25. NE'“NW 
T.6S.,R.41€ 

UN49 sec. 5, Lot ‘ 
UN sec. 20. SE‘«NW : 
U'N5 1 sec. 21. E'oNW . 
UNS sec. 28. NE'«NV : 
UNOS Sec 3. Lot : 
UN54 Sec 33. SW'u4SW ; 

Jr Se 41 NW 'ANE j 
UN5t Sec. 36. Lots 1 nd 3. NW'GNE 
UN5/7 St 46. Lots 4-6 é | 

INSR T 6S R 4D > Lot ; 

IN59 | 68S _ # 42 ‘ VV' > Ne 
LN : SR WME VV vy ‘ 

; ; IQR 


W/L, 

















_ Legal Description =§==———=Ss«Approx. 
Parcel (All Willamette Mendian, Oregon Acres 
-UN62 T5S.R38E.Sec.14Swuswuti(‘wUS*~*~™” 
11.5 S.. R38 E. Sec. 15. S¥eNv. NWSW. EwSE's | S20 | 
_UN63 | T.3S.R 3SE., Sec 25. SE“SW's | 40 : 
UN64 T3S..R 35E.. Sec. 24. NWuUNW's | 40 
UN65 | T6S.R SBE. Sec 18. NE“NW's Oo 40 | 
UN6E T6S.R 40€E. Sec 17 NW .NE ‘ | | 40 
UNGS | T2N.R 39E. Sec 6. lot 3 | 40 _ 
UN69 | T2N.R. 41 €E. Sec 31. NWuNE's eT 40 | 
UN7( T 6S..R 40€.. Sec 26. NE‘““NW's | 40 
UN7" | 1 2S..R 35€E.. Sec. 1. SW\u4NEN%s | | 40 _ 
| Baker County _ I 
T. 12S. R.36€ 
61 | Se 15, SW'sNE 40 
T. 12S. R. 37 €. 
B: Sec 13. SE“NW's, NE“SW'a | Bt 
Ba ls 14. SE'.NE | 4 
4 | Ser 14 E\NW ] PY 
| T. 13 S.. R. 37 E | 
B! | Se 5. S'oNE 8 
=) sec. 9 NE'‘aNE 4 
Be > 7 NWSW ; 
B9 Sec 30. SE'«sNW'. 4( 
7.148. R.37€ | | 
BT Sec. 6. Lot3 le 
T.12S.,R. 38 E | 
31 1 ae 2 Lot 4 4( 
Tar Sec. 2. SW'aSt J 
216 - Northeast Oregon Assembled Land Exchange 
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| Legal Description Approx. 
Parcel | (All Waamette Mend an Oregon Acres 
B13 | Sec. 4 Lot 3 41 
T.13S.,R.38E 
B15 | Sec. 19, EwSE% 
| Sec. 20, NSW's, SWuSW's. NWSE“ 24 
T. 14 S., R. 3B E. 
B16 Sec. 4, Lot 3, SEWNW's | go 
T. 7S. R. 39 E. 
817 | Sec 26. WSE's. SE “SE's 
| Sec. 35, N’eNE“ a0 
T. 10 S.. R. 39 E. 
B18 | Sec 13, W' NE’ ‘ ‘SE sNW' 
: a 
B19 | Sec. 13 Ww"; SW's SE’ sSW' 
| Sec. 14, SE“SE's 16 
" — . —— SS " 
B20 | Sec 33 SW" SW 4 3 
T. 11 5S. R. 39 E. 
B21 Sec 2 Lots 1 and ; 
B22 Sec 31 Lot 3 
B23 T 125 R 39 E Sec 5. Lot 1. SE'sNE's 
B24 ‘Tt 75S R 40e€ Sec 26 NE'‘sNE'. 4 
T. 9S. R. 40 E. 
a Sec 26 S'eNE's NNW. SE UNW 
N'2SW's .W', SE's 
Sec. 27. E’eNE's« SW'sNE's NESE 's 
| Sec. 35. NW‘\NE's 40 
B27 Sec 34 Sw NW W':SW's SESW. 16 
628 T 95S R 33 E Sec 29. Lots 10 and 17 14 
T. 12S... R. 40 € 
B29 Sec. 28. NWuSW's a 
Bx sec 29. SE«“SW'. Al 
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Willametie Mendian, Oregon 
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Se . , SE NV". NE sSW's SE 
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T. 7S. R.41€ 
Sec 1. NWuSW 
C, 4 Lots 3 and 4. SE'«NW's. NE\USW's 
T 9S. .R ITE 


Se 2a i of 14 


T. 7S. R.41€ 


Se 1 4 SW 4 SW 
Se 14. SE‘«NE 
ht = . SF sNW 
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Sec. 35, N'eNE%, SEWNE's, NE“NY 
T. 10 S., R. 40 E 

ec. 1, that part of Lot 1 in the S'»NE‘s: ar 
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Parcel | (All Willamette Mendian. Oregon) Acres 
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B49 | Sec 10. SE“SE's 4 
= + ———e ‘ 
B50 | Sec 12. S’eNE's a 
-— . — — > 
651 | Sec 12. SE“SE's 

Sec 13 Ne «NE ‘ 
So —— — 
651 TT 10S.R 42€E. Sec 18. Lot? 3 

T. 10 S.. R. 41 E. 
B52 | Sec 14. EVNWs. NEUSW's 12 
=—_ EE ; 
B53 | Sec. 15. NwSWs. SEUSW's 12 
> +— — —e ——— — 
B54 Sec. 18. N'.SE's Q 
B55 | Sec. 21. NE‘«NE 

Sec. 22. NW NW ~ 
BS¢ Sec. 21, SE's NW". 4 
B57 T 86S.R 42E. Sec 24 E'x€ 

T 8S.R43E Sec. 19. Lots 1. 2 and 3. W'eNE 

E*oNW's. NE“SW's. NWSE 's 54 1 

B58 T 9S.R 42E Sec 25 S'S if 
R59 T 9S RR 37VE._ Sec 29 Lot 1! ' 
Be T 10S.R 42€. Sec 6. SW'sSE 4 
6 T 9S RATE > 29 Lot 1: 

T. 10 S.. 8. 42 E 
Ro. sec 17. SE“S\V\s 4 
B64 Sec. 18. SE“SW's 4 
Be. Sec. 18. E'eSE'. 5 

T1118. 8.42€ 
Bh Se 3, NWSW 4 
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Aonenda A 

| Legal Description 7 oT Approx. 
Parcel All Willamette Mendian. Oregor Acres 
es 6 
19 SR BBE. Bn 
B132 TSec.22.SEuSEx 7 — [ag 
B133.S'—«WS Sec. 23.SEMNW%t™*”# | ag 
Bisa | See 2a, SSW = 
B135 [Sec 25.E%SWu  t—~S | ¢ 

7.12S.R.37E. . 
B136 | Sec. 7. Lot 3 — 34 
B137 | Sec. 7. N“SE%. SE “SE™ by 
B136 [Sec 8.NEUNEX | ig 
B139 | Sec. 12. NE“SE' i 
Bid Sec 19. SWuNE (4g 
B14 | Sec. 21. SWNE% [4g 
B14 | Sec. 21. NE‘sNW 
Rig I< ‘ , 
pide T.12S.R.38E | 

S StoNE'«. E'2SW's. N’2SI 

ae oh tin Se we 
s " Nr? 

T.12S.,.R.39€ 

T.12S.R.38E 
B14 ec. 34. S25 C 
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Legal Description i Approx. 

Parcel (All Willamette Meridian, Oregon) Acres 
| B196 T. 8S..R 3BE., Sec 14, Lot3 fo 
| B197 |T. 6S. R38 E., Sec. 28, WSW's 1 eg | 
B198 |T 8S.R38E.Sec.27,.E%SE% dT go 
B199 [T. 6S.R 38E. Sec 35. SWuNE™ a 
p200..-—Ss«| T.10S..R.41E.. Sec. 3, SWuNWi — | 40 
B201 [T. 9S.R 41. Sec. 21, EXNEUNE a ar ee 
p202..S—=«d T.«O SR 41 E.. Sec. 24. NWuSWia | 4. | 
B203.2—St«—«WSY TT.s«9 SR ZEE.. Sec. 30, Lev 3, SWUANEM, NEUSWs, | 

W2SE% _ 

Sec. 31, W“eNE%, SE“NE% 
"B204-Ss«d' 10S. Rk. 41. E... Sec. 25. SESE Od agg 


Sec. 36. EVeNE\s 
T.10S.R 42€E.. Sec. 30. Lot 4, SE“SE". 
Sec. 31, Lot 1. NE‘s, NE“NW'< 
N’2eSE's 
Sec. 32. SW'«NE'«. S'oNW's 
N*2SW'«, SE'««SW's, SE's 
sec 33. W'2SW'« 
T 118.3. 42€. Sec 4. Lote 
Sec 5. Lot 1. SE'sNE'« 
T. 6S. B. 41 E. 
R295 Sec. 33. NE‘«NE'« - 
Sec 34 NW'‘NW'. 


’ 


B20€ Sec. 29. SW'«SE'« 


B207 [T 7S.R41E Sec 10 W'.SE's. SESE 4 
-B209 T 7S.R 42E Sec 5 Lots 1.2 and3 118 
49S RADE | 

B21 | Sec. 10. NE%SW's. NWSE‘ | ¢ 
“Batt lSec. 11. SWuSE \s —_ 
B21; Sec 1. Lot 3 [38 


f Nal EIS May ] 198 225 
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Legal Description Approx. 

Parcel | (All Willamette Mendian, Oregon) Acres 

T. 12 S., R. 43 E. 
B213 | Sec. 7. SW%NE%. NWuSE% BC 

- 4 i sheleoesoatisetiniesenenianessiememsemenaes 4 

B214 |'Sec. 7. NE“NE's 

| Sec. 8. NWuUNW's Dr 
B215 | Sec 5. SWuSE% 4 

T.11S..R.43 E 
B217 | Sec. 26, SvNW% - 
B218 Sec. 14,S 

| Sec. 15, S¥ 

| Sec 16. Es2eSE“%« 

| Sec. 22. NYNE\%. NE“NW's 

| Sec 23, N'2eNW '« 
B219 T 12S..R. 43 E., Sec 24, NEu“SE's 

T.12S..R 44€E., Sec 19, Lot 3. NEu“SW's 
R220 T.13S..R. 44 €E. Sec 23. SWuUNW's W'2SW's PG 
6221 '7.13S..R 44€E.. Sec 26. NEUNW'. 4 
R2°4 T 14S R 44€ 

Sec. 11. W'.E 

Sec 4 W f 
RR T 12S R 44 > =: 
ROOF T 10S R 44E Se f f 
f T 1 HM 44 ft Ne NV 
> * T 7 } 14 + 4 v , 
t T ’ M4 ; ‘ Nie NV ' 
B23 T BSF 44€ 4 4 f f 

. f N\ . 

1’ 9S.R 44€ | 

T. 8S..R.44E 
b. ‘ ‘ 1 ‘pn 
f »f if LO} 

; ; f 17QQ 


PP, | 





Legal Description Approx 
Parce! All Willamette Mendian, Oregon) Acres 


, 4 a __} J 
6236 Sec. 16. Lots 12 and 13, Amencan Lode. Tiger Lily Lode Bt 
6237 Sec. 8. NE‘«Sec 4C 

> > 
B236 Sec. 19. Lot 13 41 
=F >, Se 7 4 - t 1¢ 17 1 | ano a 5 1 
Se 30. Lots 7 and & 
B24 SR 44E.. Sec 13, NE‘“«NE‘s 
SR 45€E. Sec. 18, Lot 1, NE“«NW'« 119 
° ———$—$—$——— - . 4 
6241 T 8S.R 45E.. Sec. 18. S'2NE%s, N¥2SE% 2 
SW E 
B24 T 9S.R 45E.S 4. SW'4NE' A( 
T. 7S..R.46E 
: 76 
T 8S.R.47€E 
f f 
T 9S.R.47€ 
f y . 
NE NV 
Ay y A ‘ Pyig rs roe 








Legal Description Approx 
Parcel (All Willametie Mendian. Oregon Acres 
B253 Sec. 8. SE“SEs 4( 
B254 | Sec. 9, NEUSW' 4c 
Summary of Potential Disposal } arceils 

Total Acres of Potential Disposal Land identified *o Date, by County 

Grant County 49 412 

Wheeler County 2.946 

Morrow Coury 1.690 

Umatilla County 7,602 

Umon County 4 566 

Baker County 26,050 

TOTAL 92.266 acre: 
Acres are estimates (rounded up/down to nearest acre) and n 
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Stee sesame de reseneneeeeenstbmanrssoseeemsaseneseesiemsapustemetmaneasstl 
Sherman County | 
1.2S.. R.18E€ 

Se _— ita, ‘ SW Sw 


} 
Se 22. Lots 1.2. and3. S'eNE'«. SEUNW's. NOSE 
= 


. Ut 1s 
24 ort yf NW sSVV + 


Morrow County 


T.5S.,.R.33E 
Sec 31. SSE, EwESW 


T.6S.. R. 28 E. 
»é w SV/ «SW. E’eW a 


T.6S8.. R.29E 
Lots 2-4 -11 14 and 15° SE‘. S'oNE‘s NW 


SW 


o/ 





Table A-2. Private Lands Considered for Acquisition in Northeast Oregon 
Assembied Land Exchange 


Umatilla County 
T.6S..An.30E 
sec. 6 Lot 1-3. SE. SE“NW%. Ee SW's. S12NE 
Sec. 7 All 
Sec 15 S$ 
sec 16 NWS", 
Sec 17 Al 
Sec. 18 Al 
Sec. 19: All, except Lot 1 
sec. 20: Al 








Se 21 All 
Sec 2? Al 
“sé Al 


Se 2 N'.. N'oSW NW 'sSt 
sec 26. NWUNW's E'o EO SW SW'USW 
Sec 27 A? 


yf rae A 


‘ Lots 1-4. E'»W t 
. r ‘ h * ~ + Vv‘ VV ; 
N v\ ¥'2N ; St vt 
‘ 4 ft NW 'uSW ‘! 
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Table A-2. Private Lands Considered for Acquisition in Northeast Oregon 


Assembled Land Exchange. 





Grant County 





T.7S., R. 27 €. 


~ - -r say ~sae 

Set ~ > N = OV¥ sO - 

- ses’ a a tome 2 ~ * TL 

Sec 3° NE’« NE*“«NW'<. S W' oNW' 

~ = « * . 

Ser - 

. . " — ~ _ 

>< 5 W SV29E Vs, CV2NE< 

~ 7 ‘ 

~— ™ ~ 

~ « A o “4 A “ia 

>t Z N’v2. 9 SVV N 2DVV < 

Se | N ‘ NJ ~~" SE eSE . 

. —- o - . 

wDeL. 2S \ oNE 0 oN > 

. . mae — ~ ~ 

Sec 24 N's, SW’, NE’«SE*<«, S'2SE": 
~ “ 

 SeL. co. A 

. ~~ a A LAT « ‘ “iar 

De 4 @ \ VVV < SE NW 6. oVWV « E 

— ri A syran?t an irroan sr mart 

—* “4 a exCedi a Cuuia we G 

' ‘ C ® As awn 

ot 256.2 V NE < NW es (©xciudin 
~ tie ar iA ~ 

~ Se NE" «NV é W's«NE°< Dar 

Sé 35° N'2N'2, except irregular part 

“ 24 N\ \ 
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Table A-2. Private Lands Considered for Acquisition in Northeast Oregon 


Assembled Land Exchange. 





T.7S., R. 28 E. 


Lots 1 and 6: parts of Lots 2 and 5: E’=: Lots 3. 4. and 8-11: and 


VeNE“s, NE4SE'«. part of the NW’.SE’«, W's, Lots 1-11, NE 


Sec. 1 Lots 1-4, W'\2SW'«.SE™%<«SW"<.SE"< 
Sec. 7 SEVseNEVs, EVoSEvs, SW'SE’- 
Sec. 8 Nve, NESW’. S'2SW'"«. SE’. 
Sec 9 AI 
Sec 10: We. NE. N'2SE'<. SE’<«SE’. 
Sec. 11: All 
Sec. 12> SWYNW'<.S'¥2.EveNW'<.S'2NE's. NWNE™< 
Sec 13: NE‘Vs. NE’«.NW’«. S'oNW'.. S’- 
Sec 14° NEVNE Vs, S'\oNE'<, SE's, W’- 
Sec. 15 Nve, SW, N° 2SE'’«, SW'4SE’: 
Sec. 16: Al 
Sec. 17: NEVNEYs, W2Ev2, W°2eNW's, SW 
sec. 18: Lots 1-8, 12. parts of Lots 9-11, E': 
sec. 19 2 
of Lot 7 

Sec. 20: Al 
Sec. 21: All 
sec. 22: Ev2, NW‘ 
Sec. 23: Al 

ec 24 Al 
Sec 25 A 
Sec. 26 S\eNEVs, SWoaNW'«. S's. NOON’. 
Sec. 27: E': 
Sec 28 N'oN’: 
Sec 29 N'o, NWSW’... E' SW’. SE’ < 
sec 30° E 

N*’2SE, part of WE 

sec 31. Lot 10, W': Lot 11. Lot 3 
sec 33° S'2SE™% 
Sec 34 N'’2SW's, N'oNE 
Sec 35 NVeNEVs, NW NW’. 
Sec 36 A 
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Table A-2. Private Lands Considered for Acquisition in Northeast Oregon 
Assembled Land Exchange. 





T.7S.8.29E. 


Sec. 1) N'oN':, SW°uNW’:, NW°.SW'., SE’.SW". SE’ 
Sec 2 WN’, NE’«SE’.«. S'-SE 

Sex 3 E’2NW'"< E 

Sec 4 S'.SE’« 

Se . Lots 3 and 4. S'2NW’«. N’2SW 

Sec ¢ Lots 1-26. N'2SE’«,. S'2NE’. 


U 
ae 

j 

) * 
th 
a) 

s 


Lots 3-10, 12. portion of lot 13, 16-21. SW’'.NE’«. NW’4SE’. 
Se S S oN N\ Ss SW iS é 


E ~ N 2NW . SE «NW . NW «SW < 
E SW - NE .= - 


> 18 Lots 4.5.7-9. 16-21 

Se +0 ys 4-9 17-27 

~ 29 : SW’. S W« 

S 2 Lots 4-8. 11-14. 17-20. 23 and 24. SE’«. S E 


~ N'oNE's«, NE’aNW’«, S'2N'2, N' 2S SW’ <«SW’ « 
~ NW aa ee St NE 

S 30 oS NE“, NE*.SW S'2SW"'., SE'. 

¢t + NW “ S NE S SV - SE - 

S NW'«, SW°aNE’: E* 2NE'« SW’s, W'2SE’. 
“sé aa 

~ 4 N NVW Ne 

>t « VV NW - 

~~ 9 VV N VV ~ N Nt 6. Se «NE é 

> ’ N 

>é ’ N 

— 1 WV VV 1a St ~ VV - 


Sé SVV 4SVV< 
oe 6 UA 


) ~ ~~ wwe a + r ~ pS , -_ 
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Table A-2. Private Lands Considered for Acquisition in Northeast Oregon 
Assembled Land Exchange. 





T.9 S..R. 26 E. 
SW, NY2SEVs, SE“%SE'< 
SWVNW'c, Wi2SW'< 
NWMNW sc, SYNE, NW", S': 


Sec. 20 
Sec. 28 
Sec. 29 
Sec. 34 





T.10S.,R 


—_— — — 


sec 
Sec 
Sec 
Sec 
Sec 
Sec 
Sec 
Sec 
Sec 
Sec 
Sec 


= | > 


lounroOCOnNDUW & WwW 


+ 


s 4 


@ 
qo c¢ 
'\) 
Ww 
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f\ 
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@m 
Cc) 


YDPHnannwnwnw 
» @ @ 

Cc) >) 

Ww 

ww 


tT 
tA 
J 


es) 
| © 
aw 
7) 


SW'«SE™: 
SW, S¥eSE"< 

SW'sSE'«. E’2SE’« 

EvV2Eve, NWSE". 

We, SVINE Vs 

NVeNEVse, EVoNW'2 SW' NW’. 
Wv2Ev2e, EveW': 

SVeNEVs, NV2SE'«, SE’«SE”< 


SW’'«SE’. 

EvV2Ev2, SWsSE% 

NE‘, EVONW's, NESW’ 
NW’ < N oSW 4 


N° oNEVs, SW'uNE*., NW’, S 
E’2NEVs, WY2eNE'.s, SE’ aNW’ « 
W'2SW's, SW'4SE’. 

W' oNW'«, NW'.SW' « 
SE'.SW'.. S’.; 
NW'.«SW'a 

N’2NE Vs, NE’ aNW's, S' NW’ « 


NW’ «NE’. 
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Table A-2. Private Lands Considered for Acquisition in Northeast Oregon 
Assembled Land Exchange. | 
T. 10 S., R. 27 E. 

Sec 17) E’:W'2, NW’.«NW'. 

Sec 19 NW’.NE*s. S'2N'2, N'2S' 2. S'2SW's, SW'4SE" 

Sec. 20 E’2NW’. 

Sec 28: SW'.sNE’<, W'2. W'2SE’. 

Sec 29 N':, N’eoSW'.. SE'.SW'«. SE’. 

Sec. 30: NE‘sNE‘.«, S'2NE'«, N'oNW'«, SE’ sNW's, NY2N'2, SESW" 

SW'.SE". 

Sec 31. NE'«, SE’«NW’., S’: 

Sec 32: NE‘s. E’2NW'«, SW’sNW’«, NW’.SW’«, NE'sSE"s. S’2SE’ 

Sec 33: W'2NE’«, SE’<NE's, W' >, NW’.SE’« 


2: N’2NE*s, E’NW's,. SW aNW' E 


sec 14 SE’. 
Sec 12 ENE. W'oNW'. 

Sec 24 SeNEVse. E’2SW's,. NYSE 
e. 

E’ «NW. 


= 
—Y 
Da 
* 
La] 
~~ 


S' oNW'« NE’.SW'. 


2SE". 





SW' «SW « 


2SE' 


NE'«SE'« 


« S’oNW’'«, N'2SW'«. W’ 2SE’«. SE'4SE'= 
SW aNW"., N'2SW'., SESW’, SE’. 


4 N 

Sec 5: N'2N’2, SE’«NE 
sec ¢ No eN' 2, SW'aNE* 
S¢ N'oNE*«e, NW) a, NESW, N'2SE'«, SE'4SE™ 
S N' 2, N'2Sv2, SW'aSW's, S'2SE's 
ot N' 2NE*«, SE’ «NE's, W' NW’. VF 
Se S NE’ «NE’. 
Sec. « N' oNE*s, NE’ aNW's, S': 
sec 29 E'2, E’oNW'.«. NE'’.«SW'. 

: 

.3 


Ww 
rn | 


ions Of Lot 600 


Y 
T 
c 
ae 
© 


Sec 2 NW'sSW's. SW'4SW's, S'oNW'<. Lots 3 and 


am _” — ss 
sec 12 £4Portions of Lot 60C 


= 





Portions of Lot 600 


Sec 7 Portions of Lot 600 
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| Appendix A 
Table A-2. Private Lands Considered for Acquisition in Northeast Oregon 
Assembled Land Exchange. 





T.14.S., R. 26 E. 
| Sec. 36: W'2, WE". 





T.14.S.,R. 27 E. 
Sec 16: All 





T. 16 S., R. 27 E. 
Sec. 7. EveW'. 
Sec. 8 NW s4NE% NE’\«NW':, W'oNW’< 
Sec 16 All 
Sec. 17 SE'.NE‘s, N’ 2SE"<. SW'.SE"< 
Sec 19 NE*.SE. 
Sec. 20° SW, W2SE 
Sec 22) N'’2SW's, SE’4SW'«, NE'.SE". 
Sec. 23 SE". 
Sec 28 NE'«SE’. 
Sec. 29: NEV. EX2NW's, NWYUNW's. SW'4SE’ 
sec. 30) W'2NEs, NUoNW's, N'oNW'*c. W ONE" 
Sec. 31 Nv eNW's, SWANW'": NWSW’ 4 
Sec. 33: S'‘eNE%s, SE’«NW'«. W'2SW"s 
sec. 34° Nz, N'2S2, SESW", S'2SE". 
Sec 35 SW'.SW'. 
Sec 36 All 


‘T4I7R27E. tt” 
Sec. 4 WW’, SE’.SW' 


T.17..R. 28 E. 
Sec 7 N'2SE™. 











General Areas of Acquisition Interest 








N. Fork Walla Walla River (Umatilla County) 
T 5N.R 37 €E.. Secs. 23-25 
T 5N.R. 38 E.. Secs 19, 20, and 30 





owder River below Thief Valley Reservoir (Union and Baker Counties) 





Pow 

T6S.R 40€E., Sec 26. 34, and 35 
T7S.R 40€E. Sec 2 

T7S.R 41 €E., Sec. 27 and 34 
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“Appendix A 
Table A-2. Private Lands Considered for Acquisition in Northeast Oregon 
Assembled Land Exchange. 











} 
Lookout Mountain (Baker County) | 
T 9S.R 44€E. Secs. 22-28 and 31-36 
T 10S..R. 44€E. all sections except 28 
T 10S.R.45€E. Secs. 7-11, 14-22. and 24-36 
T 10S.R. 46 €E.. Secs. 7, 8, 17-20, and 30 
T 11S .R 44€E. Secs. 1-17. 21-23, 25-27. 35, and 36 | 
T 11S.R 45€E. Secs. 2-11, 15-22, 28-30. 32, and 33 | 
T 12S. .R 44 Secs. 1. 2. 11, 12, 14, 22 and 23 
T 12S.R 45€E . Sec. 5 
Snake River Breaks (Baker and Wallowa Counties) | 
T5 S .R 48E. Secs 35 and 36 | 
T6S.R 48 E. Secs. 1. 3, 4, 10, 11, 15, 20-22. 28, 29. 32. and 33 | 
T 7S. 47€E. Secs. 25 and 3% | 
T 7S.R 48 E. Secs. 3-10, 16-21. and 28-33 | 
T 8S.R 46E. Secs. 25. and 34-36 | 
T 8S.R. 47 €E. Secs. 1-3. 9-23, 26. 29-34. and 36 | 
T 9S.R 45€E., Secs, 19, 25-30. and 34-36 | 
T9S.R 46€E. Secs. 1. 3, 10-15, 20-23, 25. 26. and 29-32 
T9S.R_ 47 €E. Secs. 3-9. 15-18, and 30 
T 170S.R 45€. Secs 1 and2 
T 10S.R 46€E. Secs anc 6 
TwS.R 45E. Secs 1, 2, 11-15. 22-27. 34. and 36 
T 11S.R 46€E. Secs, 5-8. 18. 19. and 3C 
T 12S.R 45€E. Secs. 1, 4-10, 12, 14-22. 27-30, 32. and 33 
T 13S.R 45€E. Secs 4, 5. 7-9. 16. 17, 19-21, and 29 
1T 14S.h 45€. Secs 5ands& 
Dooley Mountain (Baker County) 
T 71S. FR 40€E. Secs 1. 12. 14. 25. 26. and 35 
T SR 41€. Secs 7-22. 24-26, 28. 31. and 36 | 
T 11S.F 42E. Secs 7-11. 16-19, 23-26, 29. 31, and 32 | 
T 125. R. 41€E., Secs. 5. 6, 9. and 10 | 








Pedro Mountain (Baker County) 
T 12S.R 42€E. Secs. 13, 14, 22-28. and 32-36 


T 12S.R 43 E. Secs. 17-21 and 28-32 
T 13S.R 42€E., Secs. 1-5. 8-16. and 22-25 
T 13S..R 43 E. Secs. 5-9. 16. 17. 19. 20. and 29-31 


— — 8 — a] 
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| Appendix A | 
Table A-3. Parcels To Be Retained In Public Ownership In Alternative 3. | 
— 1 


| Reason to Retain 





Parcel By 
Basin and 
County Legal Description 





———4 


arge Columbia 








| John Day Basin 





Grant County 





G1-5, 8,9 See Appendix A. Table A-1ta/A-1b or 
16, 22-26.28, | Table A-5 for legal descriptions of 
and 32-35 Grant County parcels | 





G38B. 45-47 | x 5 
53. and 54 | | 








G88-89. 94A 
94B. and 95- 
98 


| 
104A and | | 
1048, 106- | : | 
108. and | 

113-114 | 

SS ee ' _ —— 
(3125 | x | 
150A'B. 153 | 
157-160 | | 

161A, 1618 

161C. and 


197 204-206, | 
208, 209A 
2098, 210A 
and 2108 


a 
G231, 236A, | x | 
2368. 238. 

239A, 2398. | 

271. and 295 | | 


: 
| 
—-—-----— 4. -_-- -- + — -- - —_—-— - a -—-- -—= =o _-— —— _ 4 





Ww i T.6.S..R.23 E.. Sec. 23 x 


—E - — —— — — —_— - ———= —— _— —_——— - —— 4 - 4 
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Reason to Retain —] 





Columbia 
Shrub- 
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Table A-3. Parcels To Be Retained In Public Ownership In Alternative 3. | 
i 

Parcel By | 

Basin and | 

County _ Legal Description 

w2:10 7S. R 22 E. Secs 12, 14,20 


W11-22 and T 8S.R. 22 E.. Secs. 1. 6. 7, 9-11 
| 
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| 
700 2 24-26. 30. 34. 35. and 40 | 
| Lilien a 
Morrow County | 
M1 and M4 7 6S.R 25€. Sec 7.NE%“SE%s: | | | 
sec 8. NW'sSW's and Sec. 10 | 
- . ————SS eee = afb ames —_la — 
Umatilla County | 
. —_ nr ee 
UM5/7 T 5S.R 31 €E. Sec. 17. N'eSE ! | 
+ ——~4— - - — _——_— _——- 4 
UM61 T 6S. R 33 E._ Sec 6 Lot | | | 
° — = —_— —-— —--—4 
Le T S RR 3tF >¢ SW 'sNW'. 
1 . svssuiaaasesieage LL it = 
Umatilla Basin | 
; —_—— ——4 
Morrow County 
’ 7 es 7 4 
MB and MS T 5S.R 26€E.. Sec 11. SW'sSW's 
T 58S.R 27E_ Se 17. NE‘4SE'. 
> . - - ——4 —_—_~—__—_ — — ‘ 
Mil T 4S.R 28 €E. Sec 15. NE'sNE 
> > > _ 
M 1T 4S R QRE_ Se SE'aNé 
N' SE's 
. * . . 
M13 T 4S.R QGt sec 6 SE'sSW 
SW '«St 
> + + 4 
Mi T 4S.R. 29 €E.. Sec 3. NE‘«SE 
’ +-- . —-- ——_----- _——— ——__ -_—__-+_—- — > —-— —_—_—_—_—_— —4 
M24 T.2S.R 29E. Sec 1.NWuSE« | | x | 
. . ————— — —————— — ——>— + ——_ > | 
M27 T. 5N..R. 27 €E.. Sec. 20. southern x | 
portion of NW'4SW'« not included | | 
within Corps of Engineers withdrawa | 
’ . ——___—__—_-_—- —-- —— —_ _—_—_ — . + —~ ‘ 
M28 T 4N.R 26E. Sec 8B. StoNE's | x 
| N'oSW's | | 


/ 
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Table A-3. Parcels To Be Retained in Public Ownership In Alternative 3. 


Reason to Retain 





Parcel By 


Basin and | 
_ Lar Columbia 
County Legal Description an Shrub- 


Steppe 


| / 
- ; 
| M29 T. 4.N., R. 23 E., Sec. 22, 200-feet x | 
| wide diagonal strip, portion of | 

: 

















SW \4NE's and SE“NW's within 
railroad nght-ol-way 


; 
_———EE 





— 
| M32 T. 4N., R.24E., Sec. 18, 200-feet x 
wide diagonal strip, portion of Lot 5 
within railroad nght-of-way | 














a — ooo 





_ Umatilla County 





_UM17-38 T. 1S. R.30E., Sec. 8, SWuNE' Py | 


L2N.R. 28 E. 
Sec. 10, NW'4SW's 
Sec. 28, EE", | 


T3N.R 27E 
Sec. 2, SE“«SE's 
Sec. 12. S'2SE's 
Sec. 24, SW's 








T 5N_R 28 E | 
Sec. 22. Lot 1. EvSW'sSW'« 

Sec. 26, W'esNW'4SW's. SW'SW's 
N'2SE%«SW's 

Sec. 28, SE“«SE's, NE‘“NE's 

Sec. 32. W'2NE"s 

Sec. 34, S’SW'sNW'. 








T SN. R2GE 
Sec. 20. SW's | 
Sec. 34, NE‘\“«NE's | 





L5N_R BE | 
Sec. 4, SEUNE' | 
Sec. 10, S's | 
Sec. 11, E%Ww'; : 








| Sec. 13, SE\ 
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Table A-3. Parcels To Be Retained In Public Ownership !n Alternative 3. 








T | Reason to Retain 
Parcel By [ — 
Basin and | Large Columbia | 
County Legal Description Tree Shrub- 
| Steppe 








5N_R BIE | x 


} $$ $____}—___+_ 
UM40. 41 T. 5N._.R. 37 €E., Sec. 23. S'eSE“s x | | 
wna 4; Sec. 27. NE‘«NE's and Sec. 27 | | 
NE St : 
, . . - + 4+—_— 4 
' 
LM43 44 T 5N.R BBE. Sec 19. W'eNE's x 
(5 and 4 E'.NW | 
Se 19 NE SE 
Sec 17. Lots 1. 8 and 9. NE‘\« SE's ) | | 
Se BR SE‘. SE | 
4 . - — + 4 
Uni T 1S.R SSE. Sec 25. Lot2 » 
. — > ~ —— = 
UM64 T 2S. SIE... Sec 12. NE‘4sNE's x 
: - + . 
MiG T 4N.R 27 €E. Sec 26. Lot 11 » 
N'. SW'a St 
‘ —__— —- —— - - 
UM6R 1 5N_R 29° Se 22 SW 'uNW x 


AV rt hy sf Oregon A«<<e rm od Land Em 4 noe 
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Appendix A 
Table A-3. Parcels To Be Retained in Public Ownership In Alternative 3. 


Reason to Retain 








Parcel By 


Basin and - Large | Columbia 
County Lega! Description Tree Shrub- 
| Steppe 


-— —-4 
: 
| 


UM75 T5N.Rf.3IE x 
Sec. 3. Lot 4. S'oNW's 





EE 








| 


Sec. 4, Lots 1 to 4. inclusive. 
SE “NE, SW NW's, W2SW'a 


Sec. 5, Lots 1 and 2, SwNE\%, SE's 





| Sec. 6, Lots 1. 2. 6 and 7. SYNE“ 
SW. SE's 





Sec. 7, Lot 1, NW‘sNE's 


Sec. 8. NE ““NW''s 





LEN RIE 
sec. 27, SE“ SW's W'2SE's 











Sec 28. Lots 14 and 15 








icontirwed 
Sec 31. Lots 2. 3and4 | | 
SE \«NW's Ee SW's, SE's 


| 

| Sec 32, Lots 1.2.6.7.9. 12. 13 and 
| 16 to 20. inclusive 
; 


| 
Sec. 33 Lots 1. 2. and 7 to 10 | | 
iINClusive | 





| Sec. 34. NW4NE's. NYoNW'e | 

| SWUNW'e | 

= 1 —_ 2a 4. —_ 
| 








UM76 T 6N.R SIE. Sec 17. Lot3 


NSE 
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| Appendix A 
Table A-3. Parcels To Be Retained in Public Ownership In Alternative 3. 
| Reason to Retain 
Parcel By | . 
' 
Basin and | Large | Columbia 
County Legal Description Tree Shrub- | 
Steppe | 
SS EE a ~ ae — i 
Grande Ronde Basin | 
a a a — 
Union County 
UN3 'T.2S.R 36E. Sec. 18, SEUSW's x | 
and Sec. 19. W'2NE's«, NE ‘“NW's | 
_ -— Han ———— -—-4 
UNS 'T2S.R 7 E Sec. 27, SEUNW's x | 
+ —- - tH $+ — —4 
UN7 ‘7 35S R 7E Sec 7 sw! aNE'« x ! 
| N'.SE's and Sec. 8. NW'«SW's | 
4 —— ah Sa a 
IND T4S.R 41 E. Sec. 5 Lots 1.3 x | 
IN27 'T4 1S.RATE Sec. 9. E NW" Tx | 
INDR T 4s Q 41 : Sec 33 Sw’ SE ‘ 1 
+— - — — —- — > -——  -— > — 
UN39 'T.5S.R.41E., Sec. 30 SE «SW | x | 
INS 1 T ¢ S R4iE Sex 42 SSE : | x | 
+ — ———____—_—— SE ————— ——_—___—_+4 
INy3 T5S.R 41€. Sec 33. NE%SW's | x | 
: — + ——_ —4—__—_-_-——_ I 
IN 15S. R 36E, Sec 14,SWuSWa, | XK | 
md Sec 15. S'oN NW «ASW | | 
E'.SE | | 
Vert T3S.R 3SE. Sec 2! SE 'sSW's x | 
° + —_- —_¢—_— 4 
Nye T3S RBE Sec 24 NWUNW x 
‘ - —- ‘ —4_— - 4 
UN66 1 2N.R.39E. Sec 6 Lot3 x 
+ — . . ‘ 
UN7 1 13.S.R 3SE. Sec 1. SW'uNE's x 
" ee E - ee ——— 
Powder Basin | 
Union County 
eee “= re Spesnenliueniennsssnioneninanaienmanious J 
UN65 16 E R 38 se. Sec 18 NE NW’. : x | 
Baker County 
8) T13S.R WE. Sec 15 | ¥ 
SVV aNE's | 
i sinincsestenaniensieennempanne J 4 


244 - Northeast Oregon Assembied Land Exchange 














Appenda A 












































Appendix A | 
Table A-3. Parcels To Be Retained in Public Ownership In Alternative 3. | 
| Reason to Retain 
Parcel By J 
Basin and _ Large (Columbia | 
_ County Legal Description Tree Shrub- | 
| Steppe 
B71 T. 11S. R. 37€E.. Sec. 19, Lot2 z= 
| B128 T.11.S,R.38E, Sec. 27,NwNWa, |X | 
SE “NW \s | 
/ B129 T. 11S. R. SBE... Sec 33 x | 
| NW “NE 's | 
- nd 
| B130 T.11S..R. SBE. Sec. &, x | 
| SW 4SW'a | 
- —— 
| -B138 |T. 12.8. R. 37 E.. Sec. 8, NE“NE% x 
rr T 12S. R 38E x 
Sec. 1. SYeNE‘s. E'2SW's, N'OSE's | 
Sec. 12. SEs | 
Sec. 13, NE‘“« SW'‘s. N'eSE's | | 
SE“SE%s ' 
Sec. 14, S’eN'e, N'eS"s | 





| Sec. 15. S’eNE'«, EVeNW's, N'OSE's 

| SEWSE's 

| Sec. 22, EXeNE's. NE“SE's | 
| Sec. 24, W's | : 





Li2$.R 39 E 
Sec. 6. Lots 4 to 7. inclusive 


























E’2SW's 
| Sec 7 Lots 1 to 4 mcluswe Ew. | 
| SE's 
= 7 --4—_— Se a 
B158 'T.13.S.R 39E. Sec 10. E'oNW's x 
| SW'saNwW's 
bo —-- - + —-— ——-—- - ~ ae ee ——- — —-+¢- + - - 
8160 |T.13S.R 40€. Sec 7, Lot2 x } 
SEN : eS rs an j 
B162 T.12S..R. 40€. Sec 31, Lott x | 
-——— — - --—4$— $$ ——$—$4——__—___—____-_—_+ 
8177 T11S.R 40E. Sec B8.NYNEXW | x | | 
| Sec. 9. NYeNW'. | 
EES = ——— 4 
B178 '7.11S.R. 406. Sec 7, EvNE' x 
| Sec Fr vv oNW N'.SW ’ | 








Final EIS 1996 - 245 


6 

















Appendix A 
Table A-3. Parcels To Be Retained In Public Ownership In Alternative 3. 





Parcel By 
Basin and 


County 


Lega! Description 


Reason to Retain 





Columbia 
Shrub- 


Steppe 


Large 
Tree 






































om a een o ~ j aA 
east Vrego Assembled La wv & 














- 44 ° ~~ - rc a a ~ . 
; >. R. 40 &.. Sec. 6. SE«SW's » 
‘—_— se - « * * - ~i- 
Sec cC’2NVV <. C 2OVV = 
CV ~ = 
—* Pe) a = 
“ ~— ~ = _ . _ > ~a-s 
— 
“* 975... R. SY C.. SEC. SS » 
~ = * air ‘at 
~ : = 
~— NW = = ov 
>-—- -- = _ ——~~— 
ot — = _ el om ~ ~« “ 
- ~ ~ ~ ~* 
— = or — De C S - “= x 
- --UlU Tr > > 
=» ~~ ~ ~7~ c ~~ -_ 2 a= ry Are ae 
8S..R. 38... Sec. 28. W'2SW' x 
- = = ~~ _ — — . 
- BE. Sec 27, E'2SE 
8S..R.38E.. Sec 2 ; ‘ x 
2 --- — —_—_—_-- > 
— ~ ~~ - = ~ = ee am 
2g ¢ ~~ S ~ ’ Ai 
- R 38E.. Sec 3 SW'sNE‘< x 
ae —E = 7 = — 
oe ar — _ ‘ - co —s 
a ee ~ es 
~ 430... Sec x 
—). rc * . = 
a ‘ 
W'sNE‘s, NW’2SE*< 
- —_— —— ——- 
-< or « ae rr lie 
: . = 7+ ~ 
— = a — Sec E ‘ io ad x 
- — ———— —— + —7 - —_——< 
—~ ~ ™ = _ = ~ 4c 
i > | —s ~ “yf “ x 
ait ATLA 
~ ’ 
. LW. 
>-— —_ -_—_—_ — —— - —_— +---—.— —_ — 
- , ~ — a - ~ 4* or - 
BS. R 446. Sé 3. NE*«NE x 
— ~ -_~ - - -_ - “ 
we _ ’ ~ 7 ~* 
‘ ~ - “ om >¢€ S  & 
Sie * 
- 
. NV ~ 
— _ a a — — ee — —__—_ + — — — + — —— ——— 
- * — 
_ rm,? “> . - are *rAne ~Cc rn -Lalle« ~ ‘Fr a ~ q r . ~o 
t o | -. is ay ) | “a & Soe 43> > = Ge . - ~ ~~ Pp aseé ~ ue > ‘ 
° 
; ~~ ~- a tn then - -.* ~ tan ta rAtnaee ,. Latent 
‘ » 35¢ aU 3 » vv At ‘ is € °\- = a t it as wt 4 c 
’ c ae an r th c ‘ ‘ -~* 
~ - » ~ * ~ 
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Table A- 4. Lands Dropped From Exchange Proposal. 





| Approx 


Reason for Dropping Land From Exchange 


Acres 


Lega! Description 





a4) 


SE 


1N_R.3 


i 





or 


‘* 


, 











) 





v 
Y) 





Lad 








“! 


es 





“7 
’ 
Lid 
Lid , 
* 
. 
Lal 
, 
qc * 
ye 
.*? 
; j 











Lal 





~~ 
7 


- 
" 


af 


a 





ay 
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Table A- 4. Lands Dropped From Exchange Proposal. 


















































TES .RQE Bc Within North Fork John Day acquisition corndor 
Sec. 31. Lots 1 and 8 | 
| 
i ; 
— — | ~ - a ~« * 
« > - zy Cc _ ~ 
Se 31. Lots 5. 6. 12. and | 
2 
/ 
— -—— —_—__—— > — | 
7 ~ Q ) - - 
~~ ~ ~— & . 
7 * . ’ 
et $5 ‘ NW « 
ee i ___} 
7 , ~ - « “ é 
Se “ VV NE - 
* . 
wa. -'ee - / 
— $$ ——<—_— ———_—_— ~ — 
o é | 
S | 
c <= Cr.wEe 
‘ : Nt '« 
> aa - 
7 | 
7 ~ - 4 - ; 
— > i. : 
> ~ * * | 
he ~ wee = wer ~ | 
* . ~ * : 
> 2 | ~ ** 
i coriaeseeepienneERieneeSneeEeeeen —_— dp — 
: - - a | 
, _— - « i. 4e\ | 
C. SEuUSW's 
rec Rae ae 
“ . =~ A id . 
‘*¥ ~ ee . 
1 eheieeesninenenes i se 
7 > ~ 52 4 t Ty : 
~ . : 
> * . r : 
>t Se Viv a vc «SW 4 
a i 
, ~ - 2 - (4 
“~-s ‘ . = 
TSC RWE_E 
Gy 4 2 27 $2 ar . et: 
_ _ L — 
° ~ on s.« & - = ~ ra a 
6S RBaE ~ Bridge Creek State Wiidiite Area. BLM-ODFW Coor 
Sec 15. S'oNE'‘« | Agreement. old-growth characterstics 
---— + aa 
~ - ss ar a _ s wf AA 
6S RBE 32 | Brage Creek State Wiidiite Area. BLM-ODFW Coor | 
Sec 36. S': | Agreement ODFW acmunistrative site. North Fork John 
| ; 
| Day River with anadromous fish and nparnan habitat 
_ - + ——4 





T6S RR 3BSBE | 930 Located on Cabie Creek. anadromous fsh habitat and 
Secs 3.4. anc 5 | npanan valves. creates biock with Nationa! Fores! 








7 7 - »* ory / ~Pr ner ; j - , > . 
S - - E / cVW : Biocks jie J \ Rancr acouisimtion area ' 
j 
Sec 34 E'eNE*s | | | 
SW 'sNE*s. W'eNW's | | 
’ 
+ _ rc / - - 
S RR 29E | 8( Anadromous fish habitat (0.25 mile). potential to block 
~ ~ ' 
Sec 31 acquisition lands into these tracts ' 
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Table A- 4. Lands Dropped From Exchange Proposal. 





T8S.R2BE 
| Sec 1. NE*s, N%2SE*s 


240 


| r arortkT.s cm Pah? 5S oC" wm - mmMtonnialn o 
a ac - ous > aw 'iGc | zy . c ~wic a i WU 
,. 


VU 
ese tracts 





7T8S.R 28E 
Sec 19 SE%“NE% 
NW'«SE'« 


Potential for blocking into nver Corndor in later 


manc 
acQuisSitions 




















T8S.R 2SE 240 nacromous fish nabdat (0.25 mile). potentia! to Diocs 
Sec 6 acquisition lands mto these tracts 
+ ————J 
T8S.R WE 4c | Anadromous fish habitat (0.4 miles), steelneac angle 
Sec 17.NE\«NW'. | | access: Gispersed Camping site 
i. = | _-. 
~ ' - 
T.8S.R 26E | 520 | Anadromous fish habitat (1.25 miles spawning and 
Sec. 32 | rearing): potential acquisition area cou'd biock mto these 
TSS. .R QE | tracts 
Secs. 5. 6. and 7 | 
i | i cesnieneimenennenmemeannnieiaell 
| 280 | New acau sition proposais wou 5 D *. nico These ancs 





| Anadromous fish habitat (0.25 mile) on North Fork Johny 
Day = ve’ 





SS Se 


i ; yrested narce ok C mic . > ¥ t< \ , . 


| Nationa! Forest. public access 





T9S.R 32E | BC Anadromous fish habitat (0 5 miles). put es 
Sec 20. NW'.NE'« | 
NE'uNW's | | 





T9S.R 32E 


Sec 27. NW‘\NW's 





TS9S.RB3ZE 
sec 34. S'2NE‘s, SE's 





nto Nationa! Forest: anacGromous fis! 


| NMaditat. Dudlic access 

















-. *% 
Se Teed i , QQ | > ae 
T 10S. .R 2 | 2M | Anacromous fish habitat ‘0 7 miles 
Sec 6 
T 10S R BIE 160 Nationa! Forest. anadromous frsh habvtat (' 


Sec 2. W':W'» 


 —— 


us 


© spawning anc rearing). public access 











TOS RBIE 40 Biocks into Nationa! Forest on three sides 

Sec 2. SW's«St% 

ri12S.R 33€E 240 | Threatened wiidiite habitat: mature forest stand 
| 

Sec 30 





Within South Fork retention (Zone 1) corndor borders 
Nationa! Forest Black Canyon Wilderness 








Biocks into National Forest: unroaded area with mature 
| forest stands. walk-in access 
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Table A- 4. Lands Dropped From Exchange Proposal. 






































- -—— 
T.314S.R 32E | 240 | Blocks into National Forest with public access 
: ' 
| 
Sec. 11 | 
i i = 
= re > 2 “ ~ ~ ~ . a : 
T. 14 R 32E 20 Borders Nationa! Forest Strawberry Mountain | 
~*~ | ™ a Lar a . i 
Sec. 17 Widerness. Wahin Strawberry Wilderness Stuoy Area 
— — ——- . | 
7 ; S i 22 + 2 - roe rc Nat wna For st Strawberry ‘A uma ca 
- - . 1m = . ‘ —_ 
Se 7 | Widerness: portions within Strawfcrry Wilderness Stucy | 
| 
~ o> .* . ~ c > ._” — tc 
Area (OR2-398). mature forest stand. anadromous fish 
habitat: Dull trout and Westsiope cutthroat trout habitat 
Bithe rm eS) 
=e, —- ‘ 
7 « = 4 ar ~ a ~ —_ ——. *. 
1S5S.R QE 1.24( | Anacgromous fish habitat. public access: w'ttwn Zone 
~ “ . ~ - wey ~ ~ * ~ t-~ 
Secs 22. 23. 26. and 35 | retention lands: biocks into Mationa! Forest mature forest 
stands 
—_— << _ — ae | 
7 r 4 * * . - on “_— ™ 
5S RR BE 3 Wetland habitat: mature forest stand. public access 
* 
et +3 wee aNW é 
—-- — —- - — CO > — 
T 17S RR DBE 36( Largely within proposed Wild and Scenic River Corndor. | 
“— ~~ ~ ™ ~ a! . . 
St 33 NO Comparabie river front property within Wild anc 
T 18S R DBE Scenic River corndor offered in trade 
“es ‘4 , | . 
 — — ~~ SO ———>— ——- 
7 SS . - —_—. _ ~ ‘ : ~ owe "Ae — 
"AS R DBE ~ Entirely wit proposed Wild and Scenic River Corndc | 
~<a * ~ ~—- — ~—s * : 
Sé 24. W'eSt*« no comparabie river front property wittwn VVild and | 
_ er * vé . C vr . .* otered a tra Je 
ee = _ — = —_ he ——. — — —_— —_—--—- 





Tota! Acres 
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Appendix A 
Table A-5. Potential Disposal Lands Containing Commercial Timber (Phase 
1) 
I | Acres of | Overstory | Acres Having 
| Parcel | Legal Description Commercial | Timber Type | Large Tree 
| Timber | | Component 
) T 
|= | * 
John Day Basin - Grant County 
T.7S.,.R 29 E 
G5 | Secs. 14 and 15 ii 99 P4-/D2- | | 45 
T.7S.,R.30€E 
G4 | Sec. 15 | 33 | Pa | | 33 
G2 | Sec. 23 ; 40 36 
| /P4 | 
= 1 + 4 ee 
G3 Sec. 23 40 | P4- 28 
G1 | Sec. 24 | 32 | PDa- | | ge | 
T.8S.,R.27E. a 
G8 Secs. 14 and 15 | 44 | p4/p3- Te 3C | 
Gos | Sec. 15 5 | Pa. | Tg 
i ak 4 — SaaS aa = ' 
T.8S., R. 28 E. 
G16 | Sec. 22 5 | PS. | J 5s 
G22 ‘| Secs. 22 and 23 | 4 | PS. Tg 
G23 | Sec. 24 | 5 Py. : TO 
G24 Secs. 11,.12,and14. 32. «| &P. yf 32 
G25 | Sec 7 | 59 |PA ©) —~—<“—Sé«i 
G26 | Sec. 18 f 45 Tg | 
| | Pa. | 
G28 Secs. 22 and 27 | 40 =| P4-/P3 | 31 
T.8S.,R. 30. SO Oe 
G32 | Sec. 12 | 400 o[pe—™™~<«~:*é‘“S;:C‘C CS 
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Acres of | Overstory _ Acres Having 
Parcel Legal Description Commercial | Timber Type | Large Tree 
Timber _ Component 


Se 


























) = T 

| . 4 4- 
G33 Sec. 14 40 P4 4C 
G34 Sec. 24 20 PD4 1C 

T.8S.R.31€E 

G20 Car 3 12 P4 | 10 | 
> > -- > - _— --- _ — ————— -_-_— — 
G35 Sec. 32 10 | PD4- | | 3 


T.9S.R. 26E. 


G83B | Sec 27 30 ~=—s | PD3- 











T.9 _” R. 28 = | | - - Be 


G54 Sec 9 1 P4. 11 


_—-—_¢ —_—_—————_—_ -— - — = -~-— > -_— ——_—_—__———__ 4 —- — + - ——~4 
653 sec. 22 6( P3-P4 12 
~ — a —_ = - . - » - —————— —_— ——— —A - _ 7 ~ 





T.9S.R32E _ ——____1_ 7 


G43B | Sec. 18 1C D3. 
T. 10S., R. 27 €. 


a ~*~ —_ — _ _ - — * - * 


G8E Sec. 22 65 P3-/P4 14 


———_—_— --+—_—__ —__ -— -~— ~~ STEED AER +———_ —-—-_ +4 . — 


G89 Secs. 26 and 27 79 PD4-P3 69 


—_— ————_ 4 Cte — —_ 4 —__— — ———__—-_____ a _ ———__— »& — — A —~< 


T. 10 S., R. 28 E. 





G94A_ | Sec 16 7 | P4. 37 








G94B- «Cs Sec. 16 3 | Pa. 4 


+ 


—_——- —— + —- -#— -—-- 4 


G95 Secs. 22 and 27 141 | P4-/PDWG4. 141 











a — —_———- —— ———_:— 4 Se . 
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a Acres of Overstory Acres Having 
Parcel | Legal Description Commercial Timber Type | Large Tree — 
| Timber | Component _ 
| , . 
| 4=- | 4 | 
| . _ _ 
G96 Sec. 23 26 | P4- | | 28 | 
'G97__—‘| Sec. 23 | 63 | PD4-PD4-31 | 31 | 32 
G98 | Sec. 26 | 33 PDS. |oa3 } 
G99 ‘| Sec. 26 | 36 =| PDS. | 
| _t 1 a ] i I J 
T.10S., R. 29 E. | 
G102 | Secs. 13 and i4 | gos] DwGa TT 80 
— —> —t- — ——>- — 
G101 | Sec. 30 31 | P4. | | 31 
«7.10 S., R. 30 E. — 
'G104D | Sec. 21 25 «| P4-/P3 | 7 42 
T.10S.,R. 31 €. 7 OO 
G104B | Sec. 29 | 6a [pps | | sa] | 
q t jo — ee 
G104A | Sec. 30 | 40 | PD4- | 40 
q 2 cuneeuliliateneneeneenmeens a . 
T.11S.,R. 27E. 
G125 | Sec. 11 ‘| 80 | PO4- Ps. | 68 | 
T.11 8. R. 28 E. Be - 
G110 | Sec 6 | 7 DO _ | | 
5 > + —E EES > . 
G113 | Secs. 17 and 20 | ss |PD4/PDa =| 38 | 50 
114 [3 lpars TT 34 
G BF het | es i 
-T11S.,R. 29 E. 
6106 | Secs. 29 and 32 | 4 | P4. | a 4 
| | Ss es Se one 
6107 hata 30 16 | Pa. | 16 
+ —4—-— —— a ot —4$-— - - —--- 
6108 | Sec 32 | Q {PA | 9 
— i. a _——— —— 
T.12S., R. 30E. 
G150 A | Secs. 24 and 25 1 65 | DP4. pos. | 62 | 103 
— + i + — 
G149 | Sec. 34 26 [P03 | | 
q = — = i —— 
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| | Acres of Overstory Acres Having 
Parcel | Legal Description _Commercial | Timber Type Large Tree 
Timber | Component ° 
. 
| 4 
ul 











T. 12 S., R. 31 E. 


—>-+ -—- ———-- _— — - _ = -——_-_ ——_ 


G151 A} Sec. 30 7 | P4-D2- 
‘T. 125. R. 32 E. 








» ——+4 
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30 

























































































G157 | Sec 26 52 | P4- | 52 | 
Gis6 | Sec 28 69 | PD3- 
G153_| Sec. 30 34 | PDS | 34 
- — — ———__ ———_ -— - ——_—-_ -- - +-- + + 
Gi5a__| Sec. 30 | 30. | PDS. | 
T. 12 S.. R. 33 €. 

| a _ ~ 
Gise | Sec. 5 24 | DWG3/P4 |  § 
H eS = + } 4 
G159 Secs 15 and 116 | 200 | P4-/P4-/3- | 31 162 
, —-+4_ -—-— -— _ —__———_4+——_____—_ + 
G160 | Sec 17 | 134 | P4-/DWG2- | 39 52 
GI61A | Sec. 20 0 | Pa-/P3. 40 
G161B | Sec. 20 38 || P4/PD3- | 33 | 
G161C | Sec. 20 | 34 | P4-/P3 | 10 | 
> *-—-——_ —-  --- —-——-- -- -— —+? —7 
G18: Sec. 30 60 D3-/D2- | | 
: + “ — 4 

43 Ss. R. 28 E. | 

——————————————EE7E7E T — T 7 

Gi87 | Secs 29 and 30 13 | P3- | | | 
: —_—}- - + — I 
G1e8 | Sec 29 9 | PB. | | | 
. +-— — - ~~ -- od + + HH C--  H - - H 
G192 Sec. 30 98 | PD3- | 
\ =i + a 
G189 Sec. 31 57 «| PD3-/P4 | 10 
> —_____~+—— -—— — - — —— -—+>- ~- _- 











6186 Sec. 33 














+ 
a oo oe a 
a) 
s 
v 
w 
| 
f | | 
a ar i 
4 = 
= _i |. [oe — 


7.138. R34 E. 
6163 | Sec 24 | 108 ~~ | P4-/PD3. | 62 








T. 14 Ss. R. 29 E. 
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I Acres of Overstory Acres Having | 
Parcel | Legal Description Commercial | Timber Type Large Tree 
Timber Component - | 
4= 4- | 
'G197 | Sec. 11 96 | PD4- | 96 | 
«7.14.8, R31. | 
'G210B | Secs. 15, 21, and 22 498 | PD4-/PD3 & 2 | | 
| 26 | 
/G212_ | Sec. 21 40 | P3- | : 
/G210A | Sec. 27 66 | P4-/PD3- 39 | 
|G209A | Sec. 28 199 | PD4- 114 | 
/ and 85 | 
| 2098 | 
-_ _—+> ——4 
G206 | Sec. 29 71 «| P4-/P4-/P2. 19 | 23 
G204 | Sec. 30 20 | P3-/P4- 8 : 
G205 | Sec. 31 120 ~—| PD3-/P4- T | 
| | | §3 | 
q . EE 
G207__ | Sec. 32 36 (| PD3- | 
i en athe Ae ee 
G208 Sec. 32 | 93 P4- | 93 
— — —— ot 
G211 Sec. 34 | 31 D3- | | 
T. 14S. R. 32 E. — 
_ — ~~ YY $$ ——___,_ _ __ ,, ——-—4 
6218 | Sec. 1 | 7 =| P3. | 
. —+— — $$$ —- -—_— 
G214 | Sec. 4 | 26 P3.- : 
aa 4 cots a a = 
G216 Secs. 1 and 2 | 62 P3- | 
* | 
G213 sec. 9 30 PD3- | 
G215 | Sec. 10 | 12 | P3. ] 
G217__| Sec. 12 | 22 ~—s*| iP. 7 
7. 14S.,R. 33 E. a | 
6219 | Sec. 7.8 124s |~P.. 1 
bo + —— a 
G426 =| Sec. 9 | Q4 PD3-/P4- | 20 | 
= 4 =" — 
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| | Acres of Overstory Acres Having 
Parcel Legal Description Commercial | Timber Type | Large Tree 
| Timber Component - 














be 
" 
| . 





T. 17 S., R. 26 E. 


























































































































'G239A | Sec. 35 | 108 ~—s | P4- 108 : 
'G240A | Sec. 25 rs | 50s +P. 50 | 
—_______| | _ . J 
T. 18S.,R. 26E. 3 
6235 Sect  }©=—s | 13d 
aif ———} Je} 
G239B | Secs 9 and10 | 84 P4-/P4- | 23 | 63 
6237 | Sec. 12.13 136 =| P4-/P3- 61 | 
6232 |Sec21 | 28 s| Pa. 28 
62368 | | Sec. 25 | | 53 «| P4/PD4 13 | 40 
G236A |Sec 26 | 8 |PD4 | 8 
a 
T. 18S. R. 27 E. | 
6251 | Sec. 10 |. as oTepet™~é<“‘sr!!OC*é‘*UUUOC#SY 
— F. 18S. R. 28. ee Sd 
G266 Secs. ji /ands a 83 ips tidY a i _ 
-*718S.R296 SY 
6271 | Sec 7 ee ee Oo | P4-P3 Ta] 
‘John Day Basin - Wheeler County - 
 *T.6S8.R.23E. 
wi | Sec. 23 LS 37 | Pa. P2. | 37 
T. 7S, R. 22 E. 
'w2/3 Sec. 12 72 P4/D2 32 
we [Sects ——St*~é<«~™S*S*=<CSs«SSC*dCé | 38 
WS | Sec. 20 36 =| Pa/P2/D 15 
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Acres of Overstory Acres Having | 
Parcel | Legal Description Commercial | Timber Type Large Tree 
Timber Component | 
4: 4- | 
W6 Sec. 23 39 P4/D2 | 27 | 
'w7 | Sec. 25 38 «=—«| P43 }33 
‘wea | Secs. 25 and 26 192 P4/P2 les | 
q — 
—wi0 Sec. 34 40 P4/D3 40 
—s«*T.8S,R.21E. 
a — 
'W24B | Sec. 14 24 P4/P2 | 24 
T.8S.,R. 22E. 
r > 
iwi Sec 1 38 P4/P2 | 38 
. — ed 
wi5 Sec. 1 39 P4-/P2/D2 | 39 
wi7 Sec. 6 27 P4/P2 43 
, — ——_4_—___-_—_ 
wi7 Sec. 7 68 P4/P2 34 
L — 
wi4 Sec 9 61 P4/D2/P2 31 21 
. $j ——_—__+____ 
w12 Sec. 10 | 31 P4/D2 | / 10 | 
wi3 Sec 11 | 40 pap, “T 90 
» + —_—_4¢—_—_—_ --4 — 
wis Sec 19 | 51 P4/P2 38 | 613 | 
_ +4 
/wi9 Sec. 24 | 92 | P4/02 | | 60 | 
. . — + —— -+- HH + — ‘ 
wig | Sec 25 24 | P4/D2 | 24 
. + — —_—_ YH —-+- ——~ 
w21 Sec. 26 92 | P4/P2 | 40 52 | 
and 22 | 
'w20 | Sec. 30 | 20 ~=—«|«éP4/P?2 4 | 
" + -— —_—_——-- - — — - —-4+4— . 
W700 | Sec. 34 | 7 Tp | | | 
= a f ——_. —+- + 4 
Wet | Sec. 35 | 8 | Pa/P2 | | 86 
> - + —_——_—_——_4—____+__ : 
W16 | Sec 40 | 40 | Pa/P2 | 20 | 
\ — a —EE EEE 
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| Acres of | Overstory 
Parcel Legal Description _Commercial Timber Type 
Timber 





| | | 
John Day Basin - Morrow County | 
 -*.6S.R.25E. 




















-———_—— ——-— _—_— ir ——- rT ~ T —_— 

Ms Sec. 1 20. «| 03-/P2= | | 

, > ————— ——p — > + . —4 

M2 Sec 6 12 =| P3/D3 | | 
—+ —- —____+4—— + 





Mi Secs. 7 and ® | 30 P4-/P2- 15 | 
> . 4+—-— - —__—_—______4__ — 
| 
] 


























Md Sec. 10 | 20 P4-/P2 20 | 
. SE — —_———4¢— . 4 
Me Sec. 19 25 /P3 | | 
' i ee ah. i i = 


T.5S.R25E. 


M7 Sec. 31 20 | P3/P2- | | 

















ee dun — | i a oo 
John Day Basin - Umatilla County 
T.4S8..R8.30€ 
+ - — " re ee . ee 4 
UM7 Sec 13 47 P3/P2 
7.48. 8.31 €. | 
a a . a a > rr ee, 
UM49 Sec. 12 21 P2 
. . : — - $¢——— — +$—_—_—___—_—_ +-—___ -__ —_+-- — +4 
UMS5 Sec. 12 27 P3- | 
: 7 ~ ~ ~ —— > ~- +—__—_ — —_ —____ ae > — —-—4 
UM 51 Sec. 12 24 P3=2/D3 
: —+ - - - +— ———_ — — +—_———_- ————>- —— — — 
UM 55 Sec 18 71 2=/U2: 
UME Sec 19 107 P2/D2 
, —+ —_—_—-— —— ——__—4—_—_——_ ——— > ——__—___—_ —>—______—_—_-+ —_——¥~ 
UM 52 | Sec. 23 x | P3- | | 
" — -" Oe ———— = - . -_ — —* — — — 
7.5 S.. 8. 31 E. | 
, . > ee a . — —_ + _— a 7 ee os 
UM57 Sec. 17 | 47 'P4-/03 47 
, ——~+- - —-—-— ——_— --- +— —- $$$ —_________- +. ——-—~+ —__+——___—_4 
UM4 Sec 18 53 | P3/D3 
. —- + — - - —— -— —~- —+¢- $$$ —______ —__ +—- +—— — —__~+ 
UM70 Sec 21 28 WL4-/WF3 28 
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Acres of Overstory Acres Having 
Parcel | Legal Description Commercial | Timber Type | Large Tree 
| Timber Componen 
| | 4 | 4 
| i i j 
Zz 7 2 a —_ 
UMS58 | Sec. 23 10 =| P3/D3 | | 
T.5S..R.33 € 
UM60 | Sec. 21 40 |WF2=/DF1- | 
| UM59A | Sec. 30 7 103 | | 
 «*T.6S,R.33€. 
‘uMB0 | Sec. 5 46 | LP2-/wes- | 
. + ——— — +— -~——~» —~-—-- 
|UM61 | Sec. 6 33. | P4-/DWF- | 6 
Umatilla Basin - Morrow County 
T4S.R. BE. 
M12 | Sec 1 | 70 ~=—s- | P4-/DWF3 | 49 
M11 | Sec 15 37 ‘| P4-WFD= | 21 
ss .4S.,R. 29 E. 
M15 | Sec. 3 if 34 | P4=/P2 | 15 
————— <> a ——_— ——— —_—_—_— + : > —~ 
M13 | Sec. 6 | 12 | P4-/WF3 12 
T.5S..R.26€ 
M8 | Sec. 11 | 20 ~=«| PaD= | 201 
" NS aa EEE _—— ——— = 
7.5 S., R. 27 E. 
M10. | Sec 3 | 10 =| Das ] 
$$$ $$ _—_—_ 4 — — ——— -- 4+-—-- --— - + + 
M-9 | Sec 17 | 40 P4</P2- 34 
| Umatilla Basin - Umatilla County I 
T.1S.,R.35€E. 
UM62 | Sec. 25 | 37 «| WF4/032 37 
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Acres of Overstory | Acres Having 
Parcei Legal Description Commercial Timber: Type Large Tree 
Timber Component - 
4 | & 
T.3S..R.32E 
umags |Sec2 | 74 «| WF2/P2 
T4S.R30— 
UM13. |Sec1 | 43 TT pape | 
UM11 | Se ‘ in 44 P2 | | 
UMS? Ig TS 3C Tp2 D2 | 
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| Acresof | Overstory = Acres Having 
Parcel | Legal Description | Commercial Timber Type | Large Tree 
| | Timber | _ Component - 
: | r T 
) | 4 | 4 
7, - _ , : 
Summary 
Jonn Day Basin 
Grant County 5359 | 831 «| 2.388 
Wheeler County | 1,185 | 113 | 663 
Morrow County | 130 | | 0 35 
Umatilla County | 286 | } o | 81 
Basin Total | 7,230 | 944 | 3.167 
Umatilla Basin 
Morrow County | 6223—Ci«SY | 69 | 82 
Umatilla County | 193 | 37 0 ; 
Basin Total | 416 | 14 06 82 
TOTAL ACRES - PHASE 1 7.646 1.050 | 3.249 





P = Ponderosa Pine 
D = Dougias-fir 
WF = White fir 
LP = Lodgepole pine 
WL = Western larch 


o 
~~ 
‘ 
~~ 


crown ciosure) 


iS a code number used to identify large trees (dbh 21 inches or greater 
- represents Commercial forestiands having large trees, minimally stocked (10-39° 


4= represents commercial forestlands having large trees, moderately stocked (40- 


69°. crown closure) 
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Table A-6. Disposal Parcels Presumed for Change In Use After 


Exchange 


Note: For the purpose of this analysis 


parcels wo 


private ownership 


it iS presumed that the following 
uid be used for agricultural or other use following transfer into 





Parcel Number 
by Basin and 


County 


Legal Description 


Agricultural Use 
(Approx. Acres) 


industrial. Rural 
Residential. 
or Other Use 
(Approx. Acres) 





John Day Basin, Morrow County 





—— 

































































sey = = : 
. ~ -_ +. 
. 
c 
~ > > 
= 2 —_— 
. * ‘* = me) 
» < ~ ‘" 3 ‘' 
Umatilla Basin, Morrow County 
9 7 N\ i. ny ys 
. 
— — > —_ _ — —_———_O——— —— ——_—_—_— 7 
‘* 7 . = . 
" ‘ . ‘ 
- J 
ec wr . 
= . sm eS -_ = 
sf ’ * * 
o 
. . Cw 
¥. . , 
a — —E . pede = te 
Umatilla Basin. Umatilla County 
se + . . ae ~ < 
. . . - 
— ——--—_ — _ ——=—s —— > ——= 
Mi T3N R Sve 4 
——— a ——_ i —_————$$$—— —— ————— —— 
ss 7 . ~ c 
. "J “4 ~ 
~ i 
—_——__—_— ———$_— —_ —_¢ ——___ — ——_—___—__—_—» ——$$— | 
“s 7 Ny = . 6 
St SFE 
_—— ——_—__ —__ ——__»@—___ ———_— — ~~. —— ~~ —— —~~— 
s* 7 . . ‘ 
Wivic Y. MS £5 >t Oo 
* 7 “ 
, ‘ 
———— ee —_ —- ee ——— —_—— a — 
NOS , N R Das 
Cc ‘ ane 
_ SV 5 2 
— —— a —— ———— — _ a = 
‘7 a ® f2 Rm + ~ 
, > - 
SE'«SE 
—_ ——$— —— 4 —_—_$$—$—$—$$ 
: > £ ~ ° 
. hy ‘ N - « S t > 
. 
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Parcel Number 
by Basin and 
County 


Lega! Description 


Agricultural Use 


| Industrial. Rural 


Residential. 
or Other Use 
(Approx. Acres) 


Appendaa A 


= -— ------ -—- —-+ 


| (Approx. Acres) 


Sec 22.Lot1. | 35 
~ =e -~ ~~ 





UM27 'T 




















UM26 T 5N_R 2BE. Sac 26 5 
VV N VV . S ‘ . S ‘ . S VV . 
N'2SE SW. 
~ — — ——E 
UN +, T _ N = <vy ‘: Se < SW ‘ tt 
> - - —_— < 
UM3C T + N R 2 3 ~ | 7 
NE «NE ‘ 
UNM S< 7 4 N = 4 : cy » | ~~ *« ry 
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WJ 
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ry 
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7 - a — rf * r 
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- -~> — — - - 
iz 7 J N = . : Se 12 
N'2S'2SE™%.SW'"s (portion tocatec 
nN “iT 57 fa 30 
—_ —>—— - - 
MWe = T ‘ S a 7 E >t ’ 
NE aNE 
o— _-- — —_—— —_—_—- _—— -— > —_— — > 
UM¢ i T.§ NF <6 E >t <e 
NE'«SE". 
> —_ —_ — - 
UM6E TS5N.R 29E Sec z 
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Parcel Number 
by Basin and 
County 


Legal Description 


T T 
| 


Agricultural Use | 
| (Approx. Acres) | 


industrial. Rural | 
Residential. 
or Other Use 


(Approx. Acres) | 








7 





























UM75 ;}TSNIAR SIE ; 15 | 
) Sec 3 Lor 4 S NW. | 
| ) 
' ; 
| ’ 
Sec. 4. Lvs 1 to 4. inclusive | 
SE aNWE's Sw aiwv¥ « 
WW": SW | 
- - an / 
Sec 5.1L 1 and 2. S'»NE'« ) 
SE’. | 
Sec 6. Lots 1. 2.6 and | 
S"2NE's E'2SW's, SE's | 
Se 7 X 17 NV aNE 4 | i 
Se & NE aN « 
1 a Ny f a* - | 
- ——_ Grare. Ge 
=e < St - > VV ‘ VV SE ~ | 
| 
Sec 26. Lots 14 and 15 | | 
Sec 29. Lot 1€ : | 
| 
| 
Sec 5 i. ts < 3 ang 4 ' 
SE .NW'. E' SW SE 
| 
e 4 “ic | Q . 
Sec 32.1 67 Z 
; ' | 
. ae and Tf ; 2 ne us e ; 
Se 5 X ts 7 «< anc ? 7 | 
/ 
»* 46 NV aNE ‘ N NW < | 
| 
SW NW". | 
Summary 
Tota Jonn Day Basin. Morrow “ounty ' 24 0 | 
‘ 4 4 
Tota! - Umatidia Basin, Morrow County 185 0 | 
4 | 
. ; q 
tal - Urratila Basin. Umatiiia County | 771 186 
: : 
'ota! - Umatiia Basin (Morrow & Umatilia countes 956 186 
' 
+ — 
Total Acres for NOALE Area 980 186 
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Table A-7a. Resource Assessment (Umatilla 
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Table A-7a. Resource Assessment (Umatilla Drainage) 
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Table B-1. Common Wildlife Snecies and Provinces Where They are Widespread or Abundant. | 
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Table B-1. Common Wildlife Species and Provinces Where They are Widespread or Abundant. 
> ——__—_— —_—_—__ —___- ch 2 — Ky a — — 
Wildlife Species Province 
Common Name Scientific Name Bive High Lava Coturnbia 
Mountains Plains Basin 
Great Horned Owl Bubo virgimanus x x ¥ 
Cormrmon Nighthawk Chorderles mvnor x x , 
eee 
| Northern Fucker Colaptes auratus x x x 
= — a —ve ee 
Dusky hycatcher Empidonax oberholser ¥ 1 
- — -- ———$—— Ee 
Gray Flycatcher Empdonax wright ¥ | x 
_——— ——f _}— — 
Ve stern Kongteud Tyrannus verticals x LJ ; x 
— —_____—_ —_— ee ~ —-- 4 —— + rumen 
) Horned Lar F rem. piwa alpestris x x | ¥ 
L —___|e" —j{_-_| 
Tree Swatiow Tachycmneta bicolor x x ¥ 
 eticianensieenepes Pe Mn — . —-———- + j 
Vistet green Swatiow Tachyomneta thalassima x x x ) 
-—---— $$ — —_—_—_——- —— ieee —-—— -—4——. - - 4 
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Table 6-1. Common Wildlife Species and Provinces Where They are Widespread or Abundant. 
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| Table 8-2. Fish Species Occurring in the NOALE Analysis Area. | 
| ESA Listing Bureau Basin where Species | 
, Status Sensitive is Known to Occur 
Commer. Name and Scientific J uM GR P| 
| Name ) 
Crhunook salmon x x 

| (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha) 








| Snake River Chinook salmon 
| (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha) | | 





Spring Threatened x 
) Fall Threatened x | 
Kokanee saimon x x | 


(Oncorhynchus nerka) 
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| Snake River steethead trout cena : x | 
(Oncorhynchus mykiss) Threatened | | 
Steeinead (Mid-Columbia ESU) | Propogged | x , 
(Oncorhynchus mykiss) Threatened | | 
, " —> T — ———— 
edband trout, resident x |x x x x | 
(Oncorhynchus mykiss) | | 
| + 7 7 a 
Rainbow trout (resident and | | |x x x x 
mtroguced} | 
(Oncorhynchus mykiss mykiss) | 
r - ed 
Westsiope cutthroat ‘rout | x x 
(Oncorhynchus clarki lewis’) | | 
Yellowstone cutthroat trout | | x 
‘Oncorhynchus Clark: bouvieri) | | | 
i — — —_+—_ ———— ——_—_—— 4 
Bull trout (Sa/velinus Propos°d x x ¥ x 
comiventus Threater 20 | 
Brook trout (Sa/velmnus | x x x x 
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Mountain whitefish (Prosopium | ‘| x x x x | 
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= + — = 
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r tl 
Shorthead sculpin (Coftus x x x x | 
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ban ad 
Margined sculpin (Coftus x x | 
marginus) 
Prickly sculpin (Coftus aspen x x x | 
———— < — | 
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ESA Listing | Bureau Basin where Species 
Status | Sensitive is Known to Occur 
| Common Name and Scientific | JO UM GR P 
Name | 
|. —+— — — 
Pumpkinseed (Lepormus x y } 
| gibbosus) | 
_ + i 
White crappie (Pomoxis ) | x y ¥ 
annularis | 
Black crappie (Pomoxs | ¥ " ' 
mgromaculatus) | 
— — 
Goidtish (Carassius auratus) ) | x ¥ x 
s 4 = . . 
Channe! cattish (ictalurus | : x x y ’ 
| punctatus) | | 
4 _—_———————EEE —— 
Brown bullhead (/ictalurus | | | x ¥ x ' 
nedulosus) | | | 
= “+t + — a . 
Yellow Dullnesd (ictaiurus | x , , 
natalis) | | | 
— —— ——— —E 4 
Yellow perch (Perca flavescens) | | | , ‘ , 
- + —EE EEE 
Pacific lamprey (Lampetra | . | , x . 
indentata) | | 
a ———+— —____________4 — —_——4~ 
Western brook larnprey | | & 
(Lampetra nchardsoni) | | | 
SSS endheeees 
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Table B-3. Special Status Wildlife Species by Major Land Types for the Northeast Oregon Assembled Land 
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Table B-4. Special Status Plant Species Known to Occur, or Having Potential 
to Occur, in the Northeast Oregon Assembied Land Exchange Area. 
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Table B-5. Parcels Conta2ining Foresctiand with O'd-Growth Characteristics (Phase 1) 
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Table 6-5. Parcels Containing Forestiana with Oid-Growth Characteristics (Phase 1) 
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Table 8-5. Parcels Containing Forestiand with Oid-Growth Characteristics (Phase 1) 
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Table 8-6. Estimated Acres of BLM Forestiand with Oid-Growth 
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Table 8-4. Estimated Acres of BLM Forestiand with Oild-Growth 


Characteristics identified for Exchange in Future Phases 
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Table 6-6 . Estimated Acres of BLM Forestiand with Oid-Growth 
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Comments on the DEIS 
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NOALE Project Area 26 | 
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| Other Oregon 65 
Out of State 15 | 
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iota 106 | 
Ve —) 
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e number of responses from different categones of respondents is show able E-; 
Group, Fnends of Rudio Mountain, generated the most responses (74 or 70°. of response 
though they were limited to comments concerning lands in the Rudio Mountain Area. ind 

a) rarnrnrm®, a ba) i -~ rrp nf a” ’ » c » - . ~ ul . 
en ental Groups. Business, Government Agencis, and Tribal Governments account 
remainder of the response letters 
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Table E-3 Comments by Catagory 


| Subject of Comments | Respondents | Comments 
































, 

| Preterrec Alternative =) 6 
§ 

f 

} Aftected Environment 1 3 
| Effects Analysis 8 18 
| orrect Errors 3 3 
iM scelaneous 3 3 
B 

Specific Parcels as 13 
Comments from 3 > 
j Scoping 

| Exchange 6 13 











| Procedures 


c 





Table E-4 Response to the 
Exchange As a Whole 














| Response Number J 
Support Exchange 13 

} 

| Suppor Exchange 8 


with Modifications 








' 
; 
; 
' 

















Suppor Alternative 3 2 
| Cppose Exchange 4 
_ a 
| Neither Support nor 
| Opposition to the 79 
| Exchange as a 
| whole 
j_ Total 106 
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List of Respondents to DEIS 
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ie everated Tnbes of the Warm Springs Reservation of Oregon 


a } 
rt . { A ihe =) a" 
Mia y Payne 
Mr and Mrs JE. Barr 
ra i YT 
S \ mae ey 
FAW 
eg Nat ; De ser A i' 
Malin. 1 er Operators. tr 
Protecting industnes Now Endangered 


nN Aicwe 
WONalG Jarwsor 
Larry M. Maurer 
C Smit 
James T. Mae 
Frank Mo Miller 
Eugene J. Gillaspw. 
Harold L. Olsen 
Clarence 9. and Bernice M. Kolkow 
Llayt mar 
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sve Arcwe 
Jarre Kidwell 
Jessee Kidwe 
Raiph OD. Wentworh 
Andy Hughes 


Andy J Mughes 
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Robert P_ Fiazsimmons 46 
Jonn A. George 47 
Monty G. Wihams 48 
Lester A. Frost 49 
Kenneth E. Proftat 50 
Mary Proffitt 51 
Loren D. Close 52 
Kassandra M. Close 53 
Fredenck T. Kirchhoter 54 
Vernon R. Hughes 55 
Jem M. Lew#s 56 
John Lewrs S7 
Douglas Merrill 58 
Carol J. Wnght 59 
Ronald Heigeson 60 
Joe Lewis 61 
Hew S. Lews 62 
Mikey Stockner 63 
Sheila Stockner 64 
Cari E Brown 65 
Bill Wnght 66 
Nancy Mixon 67 
Brad Olsen 68 
Clayton and Martha Stubbs 69 
Louris N Maurer 70 
Pau! Lews 71 
Michael V. LaPlante v2 
Pearl Lewrs 73 
Jack Lewrs 74 
Jerry Hofmann 75 
Arthur H Perry Jr 7¢ 
Fred Lewis 77 
Twn Kassahn 78 
Manual ©. Salazar Jr 79 
Wilham A. Howe BO 
Cary Vincent Jr 81 
Raymond J. Worley 82 
Jatrme E. Hopp Jr 83 
Dalton Carsier Jr B4 
Rache! Caicagno 85 
Dusty Caicagno BE 

ohn C. Goodwin 87 
Randy . Hansen 88 
Cittord E. Prhiiips 89 
Charlies B. Thomas 90 
Marna D. Thomas 91 
Janet F. Thomas 92 
Witham RF. Thomas 93 
Jeanne P. Wood 44 
Greg D. Sommer 95 
Steve Peterson 96 
Steve Sommer 97 
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Mananne Betzier - 
Denms Aaronsor vu 
Norma lL Sommer 1OU 
Oscar Sommer we 
Sierra Club, Oregon Chapter We 
Lynn R. Shumway 00S 
Arvid Andersen ~~ 
Contederated Tribes of Umatilla indian Reservatior 105 
Natrona! Marine Fishenes Service 106 
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MALHEUR LUMBER COMPANY Kol B 


POST OF FICE BOX 160, JOHN DAY, OR 97845 (503) 575-2054 bre) - = 


& ty Vv 
it) 





iS 


December 24, 1997 


gt 


ve 


lO Aw o f 


Dick Cosgriffe. Area Manager 
Prineville District BLM 

P.O. Box 550 

Prineville. OR 97754 


RE: Northeast Oregon Assembled Land Exchange 
Dear Mr. Cosgriffe. 


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact statement (DEIS) 
Northeast Oregon Land Exchange (exchange). As you know, Malheur Lumber Co. would like to 
he involved in this exchange. and the only avenue for our involvement is through Adernative 1. 
The following are points we hope you will use in selecting Alternative |. 


\hternative 3 was formed over a concern for large trees and the habitat they provide according to 
the DEIS. The formulation of this alternative was not necessary. The BLM would increase acres 
of large trees managed (potential old growth) if Alternative | were implemented. In addition, the 
amount of old growth to be disposed is very minor compared to the amount of acres included in 
the exchange. and the old growth withheld from the exchange. 


Under the guise of ecosystem management, the amount of old growth habitat on national forests 
makes this minor amount of BLM old growth insignificant. Under the current scenario, the 
national forests and the BLM are partners in management for the watersheds where they hold 
land. Since the national forests’ portion of the ecosystem contains a tremendous amount of old 
growth that will never be touched, the minor amount of old growth within the BLM portion of the 
watersheds is, and will be, insignificant. 


An assumption is being made concerning the transfer of old growth that is incorrect. Just because 
the acres will be transferred to private ownership does not mean the loss of old growth habitat. 
Many landowners. such as ourselves, manage their property to maintain a large tree component. 
This fact is illustrated by the amount of large trees and old growth habitat the BLM will receive in 
the exchange under Alternative |. 


Protection of possibly threatened steethead and salmon habitat should also be mentioned in 
support of Ahernative |. Many miles of salmon and steelhead habitat, as well as major tributaries. 
would be gained by the BLM if Ahernative | were implemented. Having these areas in public 

















ownership would be a great asset to the agencies responsible for restoring threatened populations 
It would also decrease the amount of litigation and conflict if regulations relating to restoration 
were forced on private landowners. 


Exchanging scattered parcels of BLM property is a necessity from a land management standpoint 
for the BLM and private parties involved. Private parties will have contiguous block to manage. 
while the BLM will assemble large. publicly accessible. blocks. After the exchange. the BLM can 
manage for the multiple uses demanded from public property that they cannot currently provide. 
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JRO By 
9600 Sovth Fenk Dr.ive jy D 
Roseburg, Oregon 97470-9482 /> % > 
(FAX-Phone 541/672-0932) i> S * ee 31,1997 
© i Ss) Caers | 
~ 
2#egs & 
” 
Dick Cosgriffe, Area Manage- \*, a 
BLM District Office fn ae 
PO Box 550 0 6" 
Prineville, OR 97754 
Ref: “The Northeast Oregon Assembled Land Exchange and EIS, 


dated 9-937" 


Dear Mr. Cosgriffe: 


i recGutay seue ye @ avcter jcated i2 
and after mailing the letter ceceived 
substantiates my comment in letter. 
past the formal comment datc. but 


to my letter the enclosed pee titie 
Grab-Exchange From Hell" 


I do hope that the Land exch :;ce fails: 
incressingly difficult for tie public 
and thefts from the public peerert: 


this situation by preventin: R2 Cd 


time. 





ASSOC OM 


—_ 


| DISTRICT RANGER 
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HIELO SERVICES 
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-23-97), copy attached, 
some info. that 
I realize that it ais 


oossible please attaci 


‘The Great Western Land 


it is becoming 
oO prevent give-aways 
please help reverse 
Thank you for you: 


NO. 


Sincerely, 


Everett Peters 


Se nee 





Be 




















9600 South Bank Drive 


COPY 


(FAX-Phone 541/672-vU932z) December 23 i997 


Dick Cosgriffe, Area Manager 
BLM District Office 

PO Box 559 

Prineville, OR 97754 


heast Uregon A: sembies Laud Exchange aad EIS, 


2 
© 
" 
ad 


Dear Mr. Cosgriffe: 


l wish to submit my comments to the reierenced document, and 
wash that they becore a2 part of the public record. 


1 do not want the land exchanve to materialize, thus I support 


the Ne Action alternative #2. The peuple of the U.S. own the 
land that was set up by pric songres:ional action in a 
*hecker-board fashion, and wu '*%s ccagress changes that 
philosophy, then the checker-* ard ownership must continue. 


Additionally, on several occ.-+ions in the past, 1 examined 
exchanges and found them to we very big financial losers for 

he people of the U.S. I am aware tnat you will use formal 
appraisals, but wath CREATIV.. 2,0KEE::i°°G and RECORD CLOUDING, 
it's all to easy for involved perscns to effect the final 
appraisals accuracy, thus disterting tne true impact of financial 
loss to the people of the U... 


With so many plots of land a@::i .wnerc and large and diverse 
lands and conditions, I feel conficen. that “We The People” 


will again receive a GOOD SCHiwING, ona not permitting the 
exchanucs to 7" ic 2 only way the American public 
won't Le hucl au ou. pewccsa. 


I repeat, The exchanges must not materialize....... 


Sincerely, 


Sonatas 


Everett Peterson 
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The Great Western Land Srab- 
Exchanges From Heii 


More than 200 land exchanges take place 
every year between federal land management 
agencies and timber, mining, :anching, and 
development interests. Most occur in the West 
where on any given day tens of thousands of 


acres of public cand may change hands 


Timber 

Swaps with tember Companies are occurring 
mainly on Wasnington, Oregon idaho and 
Montana. The government's stated goa! is 
consolidation of Lands into contrenmous bloct« 
tor better eCosyS'on tianare res i+ ow 
many swaps trade intact native forest for amin 
of toresied end cut-over corporate lands of 


ovorgrazed rangelands 


On ive Mt. Baker-Snoqualmic National Forest 
in Washington, the Huckleberry Land Exchange 
with Weve heeuser would trade naturally-e- 
mary rated post c mature and old grov hi 


mtty Weve hocuver mw exchange tor cleaiculs 


Mining 

in Arizona alone, there are currently eight 
major land exchanges planned with mining 
companies. The companics have acquired 
isolated inhold:nes thwourhout the state and 
assembled them into trade packages. In all of 
the proposals, the companie offering tar 


smaller acreages tian they o uy acqguite 


A particulary disiurbirg | 
BLM 's mining exchanges 1s that the Companies 
pay the salaries of all Land exchange staff in the 
agency and also pay tor the envirqnmental 


impact statements for the projects 


Ranching 
In Wyoming, land exchanges planned between 
the BLM and ranchers would trade a total of 
16,400 acres of public Land tor 21,000 private 
acres. One of these exchanges is under appeal 
onthe grounds that the appraisal! process overt 
ues overgrazed private lands that would be 
traded to the public. In that case, the private 
land owner actually conducted the appraisa!s 
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Vegas Reson ‘i Arfa r) ; 


wt that because F , ava 
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low values to pubic lands and high values to 
minute trade lands. the agency lost about $4.5 
r yoenthroes of the exchanges One /“U-acre 
poit< parcel traded to a developer was ap 
prarseu al $ 6 4 V00—and sold by the devel 
ope ty another party for $4.6 million on th 
same day that the exchange occurred 


Chur land exchange policy is a seldom dis 
cuss] asper! of public land management 
LEK will bes pueing whether the disposa ot 
Prin land ! serves the public mierest 
while onthe Vest, the second @ eat land Gral 
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If you have infor- 
;mation ty share 
| about a land ex 
change ov would 
‘hke more infer. | 
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| the Western Land | 
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lend exchange 
policy, at PO Box 
95545, Seattle, 
,WA 98146-2545. 
(2006) 223-8454 
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westix@ige org 


11K 
38 














December 22, 1997 


Richard Cosgriffe ~~ 


Area Manager 
Prineville District BLM 
P O Box $50 
Prineville, OR 97754 


Subject Northeastern Oregon Land Exchange EIS 
Dear Mr. Cosgriffe 


I support Alternative #1 in the Environmental impact Statement for the Northeastern 
Oregon Assembled Land Exchange. This alternative will bring about sixty miles of 
anadromous fish habitat into public ow nership, making it much easier to manage for the 
protection and restoration of our valuable native fish resources. 


Much ot the lard that would be acquired in the exchange is in watershed of the North 
Fork of the John Day River This basin has very valuable native fish resources including 
chinook salmon, summer steelhead and bull trout. This river is also a federally designated 
“wild and scenic river” and has recently been petitioned for designation as an 
“outstanding resource water”. Acquiring private lands in this basin will assist in the 
future management of these lands for all of these purposes 


| am hopeful that this land exchange can be executed at the earliest opportunity 
Sincerely, 

Lee Belknap 

38912 S Twickenham Rd 

Mitchell, OR 97756 


Cc Clearwater Land Co 























KLE Enterprises, Inc. At 


Forestry & Land Management Contracting 
P O Box 653 + John Day. Oregon 97845 ) 
(541) 575-0447 + FAX (541) 575-0447 ,  e 


December 21. 199 | 
Dick Cosegriffe fr 
Area Manager g 


BLM Distnct Office 
Box 550 
Pnneville. OR 97754 





Re Northeast Oregon Assembled Land Exchange, DEIS 
Dear Mr Coseriffe 


We agree with the analysis anc rational used to develop and select the preferred alternative and 
encourage vou to move forward with the development of a Record of Decision 


The preferred alternative shows that the value - for - value requirement has resulted im more land 
being acquired by the BLM than ts being given up The long term gains to the public in terms of 
accessible land and total resource management are wel! disclosed 


The scattered parcels of land that are idertified for disposai by the BLM re orimarily inaccessible 
to the public This results in costly management problems for the BLM and pnvate landowners, it 
also creates much dissatisfaction and frustration for the public An exchange of this tvpe needs to 
be looked at in the big picture, and all uses of public land recognized This is best accomplished 
by the preferred alterative 


The location and size of parcels being exchanged clearly shows the increased opportunity to 
manage land for public benefit in both private and public ownership Accessability and unit cost 
of management is equa!ly important to all ownerships The acquisition of some 150 miles of 
streams by the BLM will be a management opportunity that it 1s well equipped and organized to 
handle, and increased cost effectiveness will help insure a better job of management Because of 
their isolation, many small parcels have received limited vegetative management = The 
implementation of the preferred alternative will significanily increase the opportunity for improved 
private and federal management 


Sincerely, 
KLE Enterprises. Inc . , h ; 2) 
un Sane ¢ ws ¥ 
La we . 
Ken Evans CF ee ¢ 
Pres ‘Forester ret 
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JENNIFER SCHEMM 
BLUE MOUNTAIN NATIVE FOREST ALLIANCE y, a 
506 M AVENUE AAC (74 


(O) orm 
December 16, 1997 2: 
’ ? ‘ 


(S41) 962-0860 
RE: NOALE DEIS Comments = -, 
a ta MED 


Dick Cosgrifte pA a ) 
Prineville BLM District Office _ Som 
Area Manager 

P.O. Box 550 

Prineville, OR 97754 


Dear Manager Cosgrifie: 


Blue Mountain Native Forest Alliance and Blue Mountain Biodiversity Project have the 
following comments on the Northeast Oregon Assembled Land Exchange (“NOALE") DEIS 


1. The government violated NEPA ty failing to disclose scientific research from the 
Forest Service and others doct menting the need to retain remaining LOS stands and 
ponderosa pine on the eastside. 


This ecosystem planning process and the EISs fulfill an important function, because NEPA 
requires federal agencies to consider effects of their actions on “the components, structure... 
and functioning of affected ecosystems.” 40 C.F.R.§§ 1508.8, 1502.16. “Given the current 
condition of the forests, there is no way the agencies could comply with the environmental 
laws without planning on an ecosystem basis.” Seattle Audubon Soc. v. Lyons. 87! F. Supp 
1291, 1311 (W.D. Wasts. 1994), aff'd. 80 F.3d 1401 (9th Cir. 1996). 


BLM and the Forest Service have stated that they are preparing the Eastside EISs becouse the 
agencies recognize that “|njew management direction ts needed that 1s broader in scale 

than previous efforts and that is coordinated and shared by the affected agencies. Such 
direction needs to be based on an understanding of the ecological processes that influence 
ecosystem states.” Draft Statement of Purnose & Need for Eastside EIS. The team of experts 
preparing the Eastside EISs acknowledges that past logging. road construction, and other land 
management activities have significantly reduced and degraded the eastside LOS forests. Id 
Indeed, this is the very purpose for preparing the Eastside EISs. 61 Fed. Reg. 47859 (1996) 


The Eastside EIS team notes: 


Emerging scientific im.ormation and changing conditions have come to the 
attention of both the Forest Service and BLM since land use plans were signed. 
strongly suggesting the need to re-evaluate management direction. . . . There ts 
evidence that these Jeastside| systems cannot sustain the level and variety of 











demands currently being placed on them and stl! provide for ecosystem 
imtegrity and resihency. biological diversity, and economic and social stability. 


Dratt Purpose and Need. The EIS team notes that several “symptoms of declining ecosysiem 
health” caused by past land management practices “demand immediate attention and 
resolution. ~ Id 


The Lastside Forest Ecosystem Health Assessment (part of the Eastside EIS process: 
herematier “Health Assessment”) cites new information and changes im castside forests that 
require a transition from hrstorical management practices toward ccosysiem 

management practices. See Eastside Forest Ecosystem Health Assessment. The changes ip 
many castside forests include increased forest fragmentation: a decrease in young and old 
forest structural stages: an increase in disease susceptibility: an increase im fire hazards: 
adverse impacts to tish and to riparian vegetation habitats: and alteration of natural tire 
disturhance regimes id. The Assessment Team “found solid evidence that most management 
practices were apphed to objectives that were inappropriate to conserving biodiversity and 
long-term productivity.” and noted that intormation gaps need to be tilled by scientific 
research in order to manage the public lands “tor tuture sustainable landscapes. ° 


Ihe Lastside Forests Scientific Society Panel (EF SSP) convened by Congress reported in 
1993 that “only a traction of the original old-growth torest in eastern Oregon and Washington 
remains.” and that “|fjurther reduction in late-successional/old-growth forest 1s likely to 
wopardize Many Components of the biological diversity of eastside forests and 

increase numbers of threatened. endangered. and extinct species.” See EFSSP Report. This 
panel. convened at the request ot Congressional members trom both parties. identitied many 
casiside species as being highly sensitive to further reductions of eastside LOS forests. 
including bull trout. northern goshawk, flammulated ow!, white-headed woodpecker . pi'eated 
woodpecker, and American marten. Id. Thes panel concluded that “all remaining LS/OG 
blacks and fragments are ecologically significant,” and therefore recommended a total ban on 
logging in LOS stands and logging of trees older than 150 years or larger than 20 inches dbh. 
ld 


The Screntitic Panel on Late-Successional Forest Ecosystems, (SPLFE), which reported to the 
LS. House of Representatives on the status of Northwest LOS forests in 1991, found that 
“relatively lithe of the LOS torests extant in 1900 on federal land on the ‘cast side now 
remains.” See SPLEE Report. The Panel also noted that "|mjuch less torestry-related 
research has been done on east- than west-side forests . . . with concomuant lack 

of information on cast-side ecosystems and processes.” Id, The Panel concluded that 
“|bjecause many LS/OG stands are scheduled for harvest over the next decade. delaying 
analysis will reduce the options tor an LS/OG network.” Id. 


In particular, screntists are concerned that old-growth ponderosa pine ts now an “endangered 
coosysiem. ” EFSSP Report: SPLFE Report. The EFSSP recommended that the tederal 
government halt all logging of ponderosa pine, whether or not the stand meets the criteria for 
LOS. The SPLEE tound that "LS/OG ponderosa pine stands are especially rare.” Because 
BLM lands tend to occur at low- to mid-clevations on the eastside, it 15 likely that BLM's 
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eastside forests are or were historically dominated by ponderosa pine. 


“High-grading” (selective logging of large. old trees) has also been particuiarly damaging ‘o 
eastside LOS forests. The government's Health Assessment found that “|s}tand and landscape 
characteristics have been significantly altered by selective harvesting. high-grade logging. and 
overstory removal operations in this century.” The SPLFE Panel noted: 


Many sites have been selectively logged several times. especially ai lower 
elevations .. . . Much of that logging involved the selective removal of the 
highest valued trees. such as ponderosa pine. Selective harvest of this large. 
high value. fire-tolerant species has accelerated the change in forest structure . . 
. . Recent harvest has continued to focus on the higher valued overstory. often 
removing it in its entirety. 


Sce also Reed F. Noss, “Saving Nature's Legacy” ("selective cutting of the largest and 
healthiest individual trees . . . resulted in a loss of trees that were most important ecologically 
and genetically.”) 


Ot particular concern is the loss of “refugia” (small but critically important habitat areas 
which remain relatively intact) that have managed to escape degradation so far. Most ot 

the remaining LOS forest on the Eastside is highly fragmented. reducing its ability to support 
the basic needs of LOS-associated species. EFSSP Report: Thomas. “Conservation Strategy 
tor the Northern Spotted Ow!.” Continued loss and fragmentation of remaining LOS forests 
by logging and road building on Eastside BLM lands. no matter how minor they may seem in 
isolation. are likely to adversely impact populations of LOS-associated species. Cumulatively. 
these actions may threaten the future viability of some wildlife species on the kastside and 
foreclose options for implementation of a scientifically-based region-wide management 

plan. 


The loss of Eastside public lands on the Eastside that provide habitat “refugia™ ts especially ot 
concern on BLM lands because of its checkerboard nature. a side effect of a 19th- century 
land distribution plan. A group of scientists, including one trom the Forest Service s Pacitx 
Northwest Research Station, looked in-depth into this tssue in a recemt report. Drs. James 
Boyle. Steve Garman Bill McComb. Dave Perry, Tom Spies. and John Tappenier, “BLM 
Checkerboard Ownership Advantages and Limitations tor Ecosystem Based Management. ° 
One of their “major findings” was that “|t}he remaining old-growth on BLM’s alternate 
sections, even small patches. have value for habitat and perhaps for conservation of species 
and natural processes.” They were particularly concerned about loss of these retugia through 
land exchanges. and noted: 


The inter-relationships between the dy amics of the habitats and the generation 
lengths of the species of concern must also be considered. For \>nce. 


consider a land trade that resulted i a short-term reduction Aa 
availability for a later seral associate .. . . If the species ¥ rv lived or it 
mortality rates are increased as a result of the trade. then a short-term 


reduction in habitat availability may cause the species to become locally extinct 














and « must then recolonize the area after habitat recovery. Short-lived species 
and/or relatively immobile species often are also faced with dispersal between 
patches that involve short-distance movement among generations of the species. 
Even a short-term interruption in connectivity could delay or prohibi the 
colonization of some paiches. 


Because of the decline and fragmentation of Eastside LOS forests, the EFSSP concluded that 
“all remaining LS/OG blocks and fragments are ecologically significamt.” and therefore 

recommended a total ban on logging in LOS stands and logging of trees older than 150 years 
or larger than 20 inches dbh. The Panel also advised against turther road-building in aquatic 
diversity areas and im roadless areas that are biologically significamt or larger than 1000 @ ‘es. 


The land exchange would trade away public forests contamning Ponderosa pine habitat types. 
which the EFSSP and others have found to be an “endangered ecosystem” especially in need 
of protection. EFSSP Report: SPLFE Report. Because of this, the EFSSP recommended 
there be no logging of Ponderosa pine (LOS or otherwise) until an coosystem plan 1s 
developed ivr the Eastside. The SPLFE found that "LS/OG ponderosa pine stands are 
especially rare.” The Forest Service's Eastside Screens provide special protection tor 
Ponderosa. 


\ithough BLM admits in the EIS that these lands are expected to be logged once they are 
exchanged, tt tailed to disclose that the logging of trees over 21° dbh ts considered a 
significant impact to the environment by both the Forest Service and the EFSSP. EFSSP 
Report, borest Service Eastside “Screens.” 


Because BLM has refused to acknowledge the scientific research underlying the Forest 
Service screens and the EFSSP. 1 tailed to gather adequate information or to disclose 
signiticamt environmental impacts trom this land exchange. Whore a NEPA document ‘rests 
on stale screntitic evidence.” declaratory relief 1s appropriate until the agency reexamines tts 


proposed action using new information. Seattle Audubon Society v. Espy. 998 F.2d 699. 
704-05 (9th Cor, 1993). 


2. The government violated NEPA by conducting this land exchange before the 
Lastside EIS is completed and implemented. 


BLM also violated NEPA by conducting this land exchange betore the Eastside EIS ts 
completed and implemented. “The purpose of an EIS ts to apprise decrsionmakers of the 
disruptive environmental effects that may flow from their decisions at a time when they 
retain] | a maximum range of options.” Conner vy. Burford, 848 F.2d 1441, 1446 (9th Cir, 
1986). Taking actions in the interim which could limit those options undermines the 
purpose and effectiveness of the NEPA process. Thus, NEPA requires that while an EIS ts 
being prepared, the agency ts to take no action which would irretrievably commit resources. 
have an adverse environmental impact, or limit the choice of reasonable alternatives. 40 
CF R.$8 1902.21), 1506. (ay 1)..2): Conner, 848 F.2d at 1446: see also Pacitic 

Rivers Council vy. Thomas. 30 F.3d 1050, 1056-57 (9th Cir. 1994). cert. demed. 115 S. Ct. 
1793 (1995): 40 CLFLR.§ 1902. 201). 














Given the dire condition of Eastside LOS forests, and the ongoing Eastside EIS process 
designed to halt the continued decline of those forests. BLM 1s violating this provision of 
NEPA. BLM has on the one hand recognized the critical status of Eastside LOS forests and 
joined with the Forest Service to prepare the Eastside EIS. but on the other hand 1s blindly 
allowing its land managers to trade away some of the last fragments of the disappearing 
forests the Eastside EIS ts designed to protect. 


This exchange represents an irretrievable commitment of resource, would have an adverse 
environmental impact. and would limi the choice of reasonable alternatives available when 
the tinal Eastside EISs are issued. The final Eastside E1Ss will amend National Forest and 
BI_M District land-use plans. The proposed amend ‘ents include reducing commercial timber 
harvesi on many Eastside lands. including most of the public lands in this exchange. im some 
areas to zero to five percent within the next decade. Eastside/Upper Columbia Drati ETS 
Summary. 


The purpose of the Eastside EIS ts to develop a scientifically sound. 
ccosysiem-based management strategy for [federal] lands . . . in the 

Columbia River Basin. . . . to respond to several critical broad scale issues 
including. but not limited to. forest and rangeland health. listing of Snake River 
salmon and other plant and animal species pursuant to the Endangered Species 
Act, potential listing of steelhead trout and bull trout as threatened or 
endangered, species associated with old forest structure. economics of rural 
communities, and treaty and trust responsibilities to American Indian Tribes 


Lastside EIS Preferred Alternative. 
3. In general, the BLM did not include adequate information in the EIS. 


The environmental consequences chapter of the NOALE DEIS ts completely lacking in 
adequate information. "NEPA procedures must insure that environmental information ts 
available to public officials and citizens before decisions are made and before actions are 
taken.” 40 C.F.R.§ 1500. 1(b). In an EIS the government must disclose and take a “hard 
look” at the foreseeable environmental consequences of its decision. Kleppe v. Srerra Club. 
427 U.S. 390, 410 0.21, 96 S.Ct. 2718, 2730 9.21 1976), 40 C_E_R.§ 1502.16. BLM also 
has a duty to use high quality information and accurate screntitic analysis. Id, § 1500. 1ib) 


4. The government violated NEPA by failing to disclose information on wildlife species 
and habitat present and the significant impacts to wildlife 


BLM has a duty under NEPA to disclose “any responsible opposing view.” 40 CF RS 
1502. %b): Seattle Audubon Soc. v. Espy. 998 F.2d 699. 704 (9h Cir, 1993) 


Where agencies have failed to take a “hard look” at impacts on wildlife. the courts have found 
the NEPA analysis to be madequate. Sec, ¢.g.. Loundation tor North American Wild Sheep 
v. U.S. Dept. of Agriculture. 681 F.2d 1172. 1178 (9th Cir, 1982) (agency violated NEPA by 











tating to address substantial questions rarsed about impacts to bighorn sheep from proposed 
reconstruction of road passing directly through their habitat): Marble Mountain Audubon Soc. 
¥. Roce. 914 F.2d 179, 182 (9th Cw. 1990) (holdiag that “the Forest Service did not take a 
‘hard look’ at the empact of the selecte:! salvage and harvest alternative on the Grider draimage 
ological corndor” ). 


5. The BLM violated FLPMA's requiremem that land exchanges serve the public 
interes. 


The exchange proposal is contrary to the requirements of the FLPMA, which allow BLM to 
conduct land exchanges only “where the Secretary . . . determines that the public micrest will 
be well served by making that exchange.” 43 U.S.C.§ 1716(a). In making that 
determination, the Secretary musi “give full consideration to better Federal land management 
amd the needs of State and local people. including needs for lands for the economy. 
community expansion, recreation areas. food. fiber, minerals. and fish and wildlife.” and must 
tom “that the values and the objectives” served by the public lands to be disposed of are 
outweighed by those of the private lands to be obtained. Id. The government made an 
inadequate tactual analysis of the public imterest values at issuc, because nt failed to disclose 
amd mnclude m the EIS the wildlife and ecosystem valucs of the public parcels. 


6. The alternative analysis in the EIS violates NEPA. 


BI_M \vwlated the requirement that NEPA documents discuss alternatives to the proposed 
action, t© “providje] a clear basis for choice among options by the decisionmaker and the 
public.” 40 C.F.R.§ 1902.14: see also 42 U.S.C. § 433202 ME): CFR. 88 1907.24). 

1SUR. 9b). The Council on Environmental Quality, which wrote the NEPA regulations. 
describes the alternatives requiremem as the “heart” of the environmental impact statement. 
40 CER. 1902.14. The purpose of this requirement is “to insist that no major federal 
project should be undertaken without intense consideration of other more ecologically sound 
courses of action, including shelving the entire project. or of accomplishing the same result by 


emurely differem means.” Environmental Defense Fund v. Corps of Engineers. 492 F.2d 


1123. 1135 (Sth Cir. 1974): Methow Valley Citizens Council vy. Regional Forester. 833 F.2d 
810 (9th Cir, 1987). rev'd on other grounds. 490 U.S. 332 (1989) (agency must consider 


alternative sites for a project). 


“|A]n agency may not define the objectives of its action im terms so unreasonably narrow that 
only one alternative .. . would accomplish the guals of the agency's action, and the EIS 
would become a toreordained formality.” Citizens Against Burlington, Inc. v. Busey. 938 
12d 190, 196 (D.C. Cir, 1991), cert, demed. S02 U.S. 994, 112 S. Ct. 616 (1991). See also 
Ayers v. Espy. 873 F. Supp. 455, 467-68 (D. Colo. 1994) (rejecting timber sale EA because 
Forest Service considered only even-age management). The Seventh Circun recently stated: 


No decision ts more important than delimiting what these ‘reasonable 
alternatives” are... . One obvious way for an agency to slip past the strictures 
of NEPA ts to contrive a purpose so slender as to define competing “reasonabic 
alternatives” out of consideration (and even out of existence)... . If the apency 








constricts the definition of the project's purpose and thereby excludes whai 
truly are reasonable alternatives. the EIS cannot fulfill ms role. 


1 ngineers. 120 F.3d 664. 660 (7th Cw. 1997). In 
ieee, & Sitar imatied th tk Asens Coaes Oe ocean te tall 4 dhe. defining the purpose 
as supplying two water users from a single source. The court noted: “Asa maticr of logic. 
however, supplying Marion and the Water District from two or more sources ts not 
absurd--which « must be to justify the Corps’ failure to examine the idea at all.” Id. 
at 669. 





NEPA “demand]s| exploration of alternatives free of contractual arrangements. The public 
imerest in the environment cannot be limited by private agreements.” Simmons. 120 F.3d at 
669-70. Thus. the fact that one or more parties to the land exchange may pull out if some 
parcels are withdrawn is irrelevant to whether BLM must consider the alternative of retaining 
some of the parcels. The financial and logistical problems faced by third parties who choose 
to broker land deals are not listed among the public interest factors BLM must serve when 
undertaking land exchanges. By relying on “factors which Congress has not intended it to 
consider,” namely CLE’s financial arrangements. the government acted arbitrarily and 


capriciously. See Motor Vehicle Mirs. Ass'n of U.S..Inc. v. State Farm Mut. Auto. Ins. 
Co,. 463 U.S. 29. 43. 103 §. Ct. 2856, 2866-67 (1983). 


“The existence of a viable but unexamined alternative renders an environmental impact 
statement madequate.” Alaska Wilderness Recreation & Tourism v. Morrison. 67 F.3d 723. 
729 (Mh Cir. 1995). “If NEPA mandates anything. « mandates this: a federal agency cannot 
ram through a project before first weighing the pros and cons of the alternatives.” Simmons. 
120 F.3d at 670. The purpose of this requirement ts “to insist that no major federal project 
should be undertaken without intense consideration of other more ecologically sound courses 
of action, including shelving the entire project. or of accomplishing the same result by entirely 


differem means.” Environmental Defense Fund v. Corps of Engineers. 492 F.2d 1123, 1135 
(Sth Cir. 1974). See Methow Valley Citizens Council v. Regional Forester. 833 F.2d 


810 (9th Cir. 1987). rev'd on other grounds. 490 U.S. 332 (1989) (agency must consider 
alternative sites for a project). 


7. Fair market value of the lands to be exchanged must be disclosed. 


In Phase One, the NOALE proposes to exchange 50.140 acres of public land for 47,400 acres 
of private land. Eventually, 92.209 acres of public land will be exchanged tor 69.540 acres of 
private land. See DEIS at xv. The public and private lands are supposed to be of equal 
value. Thus, the private land must be worth more per acre than the public land. 


Picase explain in the FEIS how the private land could have a higher fair market value per 
acre than the public land. According to the DEIS. the public land has more acres of old 
growth, up to double the large trees per acre in forestlands containing large tree component, 
and fifteen million board feet more of commercial timber volume. Sce DEIS at xi, xin 
Further, the private land includes many more miles of riparian habitat, most of which would 
nv have a high tai market value due to the stringent harvesting restrictions for riparian areas 














See DEIS at x1. 5. In tact. the NOALE was proposed and initiated by a timber company that 
wanted to “dispose of is riparian areas that are subject to stringent harvesting restrictions and 
acquire [BLM] upland areas that would give them timber management opuions.” See DEIS at 


+ 


We are skeptical of how the fair market value ("FMV")ot the lands to be exchanged was 
determined. The information on FMV determinations must be included in the FEIS. One ot 
the purposes of NEPA ts to guarantee that information on potentially significant impacts ot a 
project will be available to the public. Inland Empire Public Lands v. U_S. Forest Service. 88 
F.3d 754. 758 (9th Cir. 1996). For the BLM to exchange public land tor private land ot less 
value would be a significant impact of this project. The public has a right to know how the 
land values were contigured. 





Specifically. discuss how the BLM determined the value of old growth umber. On the open 
market. old-growth timber generally commands a much higher selling price than smaller 
timber. Was this taken into consideration? We request that an accounting of the difterential 
between the value ot old-growth timber and smaller umber in the actual high bid prices ot 
recent umber sales be made a part ot the FEIS. This differential must be used in determining 
the value of public assets being disposed of. 


An Environmental Impact Statement ts supposed to examine ecological and biological values. 
vet the only values being considered in this land exchange are economic values. While the 
DEIS briefly discusses these ecological and biological values. they are not given any weight 
in determining the value of the land being traded. An old-growth forest has a much greater 
ecological value than younger forest with a tew old trees and should be assigned a timber 
value greater than the timber value of a smaller tree forest. 


8. Analysis of old growth habitat and forestlands with large tree component is 
inadequate 


According to the DEIS. Phase | of the NOALE will result in a net loss of 527 acres ot old- 
growth torest habuat. The BLM will dispose of |.127 acres and acquire 600 acres ot old 
growth. See DEIS at x. Ultimately. the NOALE proposes to dispose of 2.914 acres and 
acquire only 870 acres ot old growth. See DEIS at xvi. Therefore. the public's ultrmaie net 
loss of old growth torest habitat will be 2.044 acres. 


The BLM’s detinition of old growth requires a higher large tree component than that used by 
the Forest Service's Region 6. In order tor a forest to be considered oid growth. the BLM 
requires at least two more trees greater than or equal to 21" dbh per acre than the Forest 
Service. The Forest Service Region 6 detines old growth as stands that “usually have 8 or 
more large trees (greater than 21 inches DBH or greater than 150 years old) per acre.” See 
DEIS at 26. The BLM requires at least 10 or more large trees over 21 inches dbh per acre. 
See DEIS at 26. 66, 72. 83. 








A. num f ot BLM forest wi mt that would 
qualify as old growth habitat unde the Forest Service Region 6 definition must be disclosed 


ot blic. 





Under Phase |. the BLM proposes to dispose of 4.299 acres of forestlands with a large tree 
component. See DEIS at x. xi. Density of large trees (at or above 21° dbh) on these 
forestlands averages between 5 and 9 trees per acre. See DEIS at 49.' Many if not al! of 
these acres may be old growth by Forest Service standards. Ultimately. 7.859 acres of BLM 
forestlands with a large tree component may qualify as old growth habitat under the Forest 
Service's old growth definition. See DEIS at xvi. 


Under Phase | of NOALE. the BLM may exchange 4.299 acres of old growth. as detined by 
the Forest Service. tor 4.810 acres of forestlands with a minimal large tree component. In 
contrast to the high number of large trees in the BLM forestlands. none of the private 
torestilands with a large tree component would quality as old growth hacuat under the Forest 
Service's old growth definition. Of the 4.810 acres of private torestlands with a large tree 
component. the density of large trees averages between 3 and 5. See DEIS at 39. 











B. It, by Forest Service standards, up to 4,299 acres of BLM land ts old growth 
habitat, then the true impacts of losing thi ital once transterred to private Ownership must 
be discussed. 


Once the old growth habitat ts exchanged. all the old growth habitat may be logged on both 
public and private lands. Assuredly. the habitat in private ownership will be logged in tive 
to ten years. See DEIS at 17. Conversely. the BLM must disclose whether the old growth 
habitat. in its current ownership. would likely be preserved. The BLM’s old growth ts 
apparently “isolated and unlikely to be harvested under Federal management.” See DEIS at 
116. The old growth in current private ownership generally must be along riparian areas or 
otherwise subject to “stringent harvesting restrictions.” otherwise ut would already be cut. Sec 
DEIS at 5. Such information ts necessary tor the public to understand the true mmpacts of this 
exchange. 


When the federal government exchanges land. « must consider the environmental impact not 
mily of the exchange uselt. but also of the proposed use of the federal land once i passes mito 
private hands. Lockhart v. Kenops. 927 F.2d 1028. 1033 (8th Cir. 1991). cert. demed. 112 8 
Ct. 186 (1991). 


The Ninth Circuit has held that where a tederal agency conducting a land exchange does not 
reserve the right to preclude timber harvesting. NEPA requires an analysis of the impacts of 

umber harvesting. as this is a “likely or probable” outcome of the exchange. Northern Plains 
Resource Council v. Lujan. 874 F.2d 661. 666 (9th Cir, 1989) 





Compare this to the pr.vate forestlands which contain a large tree component. The 
density ot large trees on these torestlands averages between only 3 and 5 trees per acre. Sec 
DEIS at 39. 








C. The BLM must discuss tindings of ICBEMP in r t row Hat. 





In light of the ICBEMP tindings on old growth habuat. the BLM must thoroughly and 
honestly discuss and analyzed the impacts of trading up to 4.299 acres of old growth. by 
Forest Service standards. The ICBEMP DEIS provides that low-elevation. dry ponderosa 
pine-dominated old-growth 1s the most threatened torest type in the interior Columbia River 
Basin. However. this ts the very type of torest the BLM intends to give to private landowners 
wo cut. The BLM acknowledges in the DEIS that “|mjost BLM-admuinistered tracts classified 
as having old-growth are the drier. ponderosa pine-dominated type with bunchgrass or 
biterbrush understories.” See DEIS at 52. The ICBEMP Science Integration Team wrote 
that “[wje had not anticipated the data indicating the extensive loss of large trees im the 
landscape over much of the Basin. The har est legacy has been more extensive than we 
thought.” See ICBEMP Integrated Scientitrc Assessment at 180 


1D. The BLM must disclose the percentage of forestlands with pe Iree Component 
thal 1s not in isolated smal! parcels and or the percentage that 1s adjacent to other public lands 


ludging trom the NOALE DEIS maps. many ot the parcels containing trees greater than 21° 
dbh are adjacent to Forest Service and other public lands. Piease state the size of these parcels 
and whether they are accessible to the public. Also. please indicate whether the parcels 
contain old growth habnat by both vour and the Forest Service s detimiions 


t.. KOLA request 


Please provide us with any and al! wildlite inventories that were done by the BLM in the 
2.499 acres of torestiands with large tree components 


9. Disposal land that is adjacent to other public lands should not be part of the 
NOALE. 


Please discuss in the FETS why the BLM intends to dispose of lands that are adjacent to 
public lands. The purpose of the NOALE 1s to improve management efficiency by disposing 
ot lands that are dithicult or metticient to manage because ot their isolated location in 
proximity to other public lands. See DEIS a. $. The NOALE DEIS maps illustrate that 
many of the parcels are adjacent to non-BLM public lands. 


Why ts the BLM not considering exchanging the BLM parcels adjacemt to National Forests 
with the Forest Service? Such an action would be less controversial. especially in regard to 
torestiands with a large tree component. According to the maps tor the NOALE alternative 3. 
many of the parcels containing large trees are adjacent to National Forests. 


10. The FEES must discuss environmental effects of past land exchanges. in particular. 
Sutton Mountain Bridge Creek Land Exchange. 


For the public to be aware of the environmental effects of this land exchange. the BLM must 
disclose the effects of previous land exchanges in eastern Oregon and Washington. This 
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information would be invaluable. giving both the public and federal agencies a betier 
indication of the impacts on the disposed and acquired land. Information that would be 
helpful includes how much of the disposal forestlands was logged. whether the FMV ot old 
growth per board foot was more than smaller trees. whether stream restoration occurred on 
acquired lands. 


In particular, please discuss the environmental impacts of the Sutton Mountain’ Bridge Creek 
Land Exchange. See DEIS at 24. This exchange occurred approximately 10 to 15 years ago 
The DEIS notes that most of the watershed and riparian projects were completed by 
volunteers. Will the NOALE res:oration projects be dependent upon volunteers’? Please 
elaborate on the details if such action will be taken. Please discuss the quality of the disposal! 
land betore and after was transferred to private landowners. 


Il. Effects analysis is inadequate for the Umatilla, Grande Ronde, and Powder River 
Basins. 


The analysis of environmental impacts of the NOALE exchange on the Umatilla. Grande 
Ronde and Powder River Basins was inadequate. Tiering future Environmental Assessments 
10 this EIS would be completely improper and inadequate. For example. the effects analysis 
tor the old growth component of this exchange is nonexistent tor the three Basins. 


12. The DEIS fails to analyze the effects on wildlife of eliminating rangelands. 


Ihe NOALE FEIS must discuss the impacts on wildlife of disposing of rangelands 
Hundreds, if not thousands. of these acres may be converted to agricultural or 

housing industrial use. See DEIS at 90, 95. 97 (Umatilla. Grande Ronde and Powder River 
Basins - 1 ts unclear how many acres of rangeland in the John Day Basin may be converted) 
The DEIS completely fails to discuss the impacts that loss of torage land may have on 
wildlite 


13. The FEIS needs to discuss whether the JN Ranch will accept land in exchange for 
the ranch land. 


Please provide evidence that the JV Ranch wishes to recerve land rather than money in 
exchange for the Ranch’s 19.240 acres 


14. What assurances are there that no change will occur in the value of acquired lands 
now and when exchange is complete. 


What assurances are there that the current value of the land to be acquired will not be 
diminished at the time the exchange actually occurs’ What happens if one of the private 
landowners wants to further log :ts holdings within the next year or so’ 


15. Other comments. 


In justification of this disposal the BLM claims that the traded tracts are wolated and cannot 











be managed. We understand that the term “managed” ts generally a euphemism for “logged.” 
The DEIS as much as admits this when ut claims that: 


" . . retaming and managing these disjunct tmbered parcels tor tember harvest 
in many cases would involve first gaining and developing access.” DEIS at 11 


While these tracts cannot be logged profitably under the relatively strict laws which apply to 
tederal land. they could be logged protitably under the much less strict state laws which apply 
© private land. The DEIS acknowledges that the BLM ts aware of this: 


Some land exchanges may invoive the disposal of public lands with umber. 
which after the exchange may be subject to harvest and expor.. Actions taken 
on the iand after the exchange would not be within the wrisdiction of the BLM. 
DEIS at I. 


Most timbered disposal tracts would likely be iarvested within 5-10 years after 
the exchange to the level allowed under the Oregon State Forest Practices Act. 
DEIS at 17. 


The torested acres proposed tor exchange into private ownership are tsolated 
and unlikely to be harvested under Federal management. Adjoining landowners 
and regional timber companies would be most likely to cost effectively harvest 
lands they acquire. DEIS at 116. 


furthermore. the adjacent land owners have the prospect of potential ownership in these lands 
as an incentive to provide access to the logging corporations in their efforts to strip the 
merchantable umber off of these lands. 


|Mjany ot the tracts BLM trades to the facilitator would be offered to the 
adjoming landowner with the current graying lease. as it ts not the intent of the 
facilitator to retain ownership of the tracts : acquires. DEIS at 13. 


lt iS Our understanding that the timber rights on the disposed of lands will be sold separately 
trom the ownership of the land itself, 


On the other end of this deal. the BLM will be getting more accessible (1.c. hammered - see 
comments of Richard Harris) lands which are contiguous and can be “managed” 1.c.. logged 
These lands will be declared to have a “forest health” problem as a justification for logging 
and timber sales will be proposed on them. While the BLM will claim that these sales are 

designed to thin overstocked understory trees. larger trees will be marked in order to make 

these sales viable 


So we have a situation where lands which have been high-grade logged by corporate interests 
will be traded tor untouched public forest lands and all of the timbered lands on both sides of 
the “exchange” will be more heavily logged than they would if the exchange had not taken 

place. The result will be a net loss of individual old trees and old-growth structure within the 
watersheds included in the exchange. 





It will also result in a mt loss of timberland within the project area. The DLiS claims that 
“|g}enerally. these forested stands are located on site class 5 areas. which are dry sites usually 
located long distances from streams. rivers. and wet areas.” DEIS at 55. 


Sie class 5 areas are generally considered unsuitable for growing umber and would not be 
iikely to regenerate in a climate which ts growing warmer and dryer. In other words. the 
Bi_M should be examining the ecological effects of site conversion from forestlands to 
grassland which ts very likely on the tracts they are planning to trade away. 


According to the 1993 RA report. in the Pacific Northwest's dry ponderosa pine subregion we 
have lost 26% of the growing stock inventory of softwood timber in the last 40 years on 
public forest lands. We have also lost over 10% of our public forestlands in the Pacitic 
Northwest. it looks like this land exchange proposal will continue this disastrous trend 


In summary. the NOALE will result in the public losing total land area. Shrub-Steppe Habuat 
grazing allotments, old-growth torest. large trees and PILT momes. On the other hand. the 
public will gain damaged stream and riparian habitat. costing taxpayers millions of dollars to 
repair. The public ts getting the raw end of this deal. This project ts an old-growth timber 
give-away and nothing more. 


Please incorporate the NOALE DEIS comments of Rochard Harris into these comments (sent 
November 20. 1997 to Penny Dunn. Area Manager for the Baker Resource Area. BLM) 


Thank you very much for considering our comments. Please send the FEIS and all other 
information requested to Jennifer Schemm and Barry Carter, BMNFA, 303 2nd Street, Baker 
City, OR, 97814: and Asante Riverwind. BMBP, HCR 82. Fossi!. OR, 97830 


singly 

* (iv A, 4+ ef————— 
“ Jennifer Schemm 

and 


Barry Carter. 


13 








P.O. Box 360 —— Onegee shes le pe 





—<44197 ‘ 
(503) 575-2054 FAX 575-2057 woos aN » l= 
> f a an 
» & ‘ eS ry 
December 17, 1997 . o': * 
7 6 


Dick Cosgritte 

Area Manager 

BLM District Office 
P.O. Box 550 
Prineville, OR 97754 


Re: Northeast Oregon Assembled Land Exchange, Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement 


Dear Dick 


We support the preferred alternative as proposed in the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) for the Northeasiern Oregon Assembled Land Exchange (NOALE) 


tor several reasons 


First, the scattered parcels identified for disposal by the BLM within this alternative 
are small and primarily inaccessible to the public, while the lands identified for 
acquisition are larger blocks which will be of greater value to the public and easier for 
the BLM to manage 


Also, the DEIS points out that there is actually more forest land being acquired by 
the BLM than is being given up and the parcels being acquired are larger than those 
being disposed of by the BLM. This will mean a greater opportunity for the 
government to manage the public timber resource for the benefit of the wildlife and 
the people 


One of the main benefits of this exchange is the acquisition of over /0 miles of 
perennial streams and another 70 miles of non-perennial streams that will be acquired 
bv the BLM. The acquisition of these streams will provide habitat under public 
ownership for all species of fish including those that are threatened and/or 
endangered 


In addition, the exchange as proposed in the preferred alternative will provide the 
communities of this region with access to a supply of previously inaccessible timber 
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Page 2 
December 17. 1997 


from the scattered disposal tracts due to the fact that this timber will become a part 
of the surrounding landowners larger timber management blocks. While under public 
ownership, the fact that the timber was in such inaccessible and small scattered tracts 
resulted in management which was more difficult and expensive. The private 
timberland that the BLM is acquiring has, for the most part, been unavailable tor 
utilization of the resources due to public land use restrictions that limited the 

options. Therefore the net result is an infusion of available timber into the 
marketplace that comes at a time when the economy of this region desperately needs 
it 


Sincerely, 








Tom Partin 
Malheur Lumber 
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November 20, 19397 


Penny Dunn, Area Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
3165 10th Street 

Baker City, Or 97814 


Re: Comments on the Northeast Oregon Assembled Land 
Exchange (NOALE) and EIS 


Dear Area Manager Dunn 


What qualifications do you or any of your staff have that 
make you think you are qualified to dispose of $25 millior 
worth of taxpayers property? 


which of your superiors thought you had the qualifications 
to handle a multi-million dollar deal? 


(Ou don’t even know the value of the property you oversee. 
Have any of you closed any type of rea! estate transaction 
larger than a residence? Do any of you have experience in 
tne commercial real estate field? 


After nounding you for several days, the best estimate of 
vaive that Steve Davidson or any of you could come up with 
1S to Say that sometime in the past, Clearwater Land 
Exchange Inc had done a dea! in Wallowa that had resulted 
in an average value of land of something in excess of $500 
per acre. Therefore, you could only multiply $500 times 
the 50,000 acres in phase one to estimate the value of the 
BLM iand may be $25 million...... but you also admit the 
value could even $50 million or more. 


Anca that is only half the value of the entire transaction, 
as the other side rust come up with equal value. 


, 


Tnerefore, this *& at @ minimum a $50 miilion dea! and 


possibly up to $100 million. 
Do you feel competent to handie this? 


Tne Clearwater Lang Exchange apparently get to keep 6 
percent of the valve of the properties or monies on the 
otnmer side of the trars action. Therefore, the minimum of 
$25 million times 6 percent is $1,500,000.00. The maximum 
cou'd be much, much more. 


Clearwater Land Exchange, as I understand it, 1s to be 
paid entirely by the other side. That means Clearwater 
Land Exchange works for the other side. And 1’'1! bet the 
people at Clearwater are professionals! Professionals 
represent the other side. 

















Comments on NOALE Page 2 
R. Harris 


who 18S representing our side? 81M team leaders that are 
not even allowed to hold a real estate license. 


Does Clearwater work under a real estate license” As of 
yesterday, Penny Dunn of the BLM did not know. 


If they work under a real estate license, there are some 
guidelines that they must follow. If they work under a 
real estate license they can legally collect a fee. 


However, Clearwater has carefully made sure to say they do 
not get a fee. Therefore, I assume they wil! not be 
working under a real estate license. 


That means anything goes. 


Clearwater Land Exchange is undoubtedly a capitalistic 
enterprise. They will be looking out primarily for 
Clearwater Exchange, and secondly for those people who 
will be paying their fee. 


They will not be looking out for the BLM nor for the 
public who owns the lands in question. 


(NOTE: Steve Davidson has now notified me that Clearwater 
Land Exchange 1s participating as a Principal rather than 
as a broker) 


BLM’s verbal guarantee that the exchange wil! be fair is 
that they say al! lands will be appraised by a state 
certified appraiser. 


Page 11 of the DEIS under the heading of Appraisal Methods 
and Land Valuation starts out referring to 
“State-certified” appraisers and the standard methods they 
use. It then goes on to say “For the NOALE, the land 
valves will be cetermined by comparing the subject parcels 
with similar lands sold recently in “arm length 
transactions” on the open market.” (Comparison of recent 
saies is one leg of an appraisal, but inadequate to 
determine real values. ) 


Actual valid appraisals of the involved properties may 
cost as much as $1 million. Rea) appraisals are 
expensive. They are also worth the investment and a must 
for the uninitiated. 


If the appraisals are done by employees of Clearwater, it 
1s like having the buyer telling the seller what the 
property 16 worth. That is unacceptable. 


On page 124 of the DEIS under Timber Resources, it states 
“BLM would dispose of 7,230 acres of commercial 
forestlands containing approximately 59.7 MMBF of 
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commercial timber’. 
is this a timber sale? 


Page '7 DEIS says Most timbered disposal tracts would 
lixely be harvested within 5-10 years after the 
exchange... 


This just looks like you are trying to avoid the 
responsibilities you have to properly prepare a timber 
sale according to the existing laws. You know that you 
would not be allowed to do that kind of a harvest if the 
property stays under BLM control. Are you just trying to 
avoid the |aw? 


If this is truly a “land exchange’, where is al! the cash 
coming from? 


Is it true that the owners of the JV Ranch wil! not accept 
land in exchange? Is it true that they only want cash? 


Why will no one tell me how much the JV Ranch asking price 
1s? Why the secrecy? 


Approximately how much cash will come from Pioneer 
Resourses”? 


November 28, 1997, continuing comments on NOALE: 


On this date, I found it necessary to file Freedom of 
Information Act request with the BLM to try to get some 
valuation of the BLM lands and timber to be disposed of. 
So far, BLM has supplied me with only excuses and no 
information. 


December 6, 1997, continuing comments on NOALE: 


On 12-3-97, I met with Dick Cosgriffe, Ron Lane, Milt 
Rogers and Eric Stone at the Prineville BLM office. 


Each of these persons claims IGNORANCE of the value of the 
lands that BLM intends to dispose of. Milt Rogers, the 
appraiser, stated he did not WANT to know the value of the 
BLM lands. 


How do you enter into a trade if you don’t know the value 
of what you have? Do you go to the store without knowing 
how much money you have in your pocket? Why does an 
appraiser for the BLM not want to know the value of the 
lands. 


Is it true that the cruise of the timber on the BLM lands 
involved in Phase ! are to be cruised by the buyer? How 
naive. How foolish. Are there no qualified people in 
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the BLM? 


After I left the Prineville BLM, I stoppec in Jonn Day anc 
found out the JV Ranch is for sale on the real estate 
market for $6 million. CASH. The owners do not want to 
trade for property. They want only cash. Where is al! 
that cash going to come from? The 8LM will allegedly only 
be trading property, they are not buying. They don’t have 
any cash for that. 


I also heard the rumor that ail! these smal! pieces of 
property the BLM is getting rid of (THE OLD GROWTH TIMBER) 
and 1S supposed to be traded to nearby landowners, DOES 
NOT INCLUDE THE TIMBER. THE TIMBER IS ALLEGEDLY PRE-SOLD, 
probably to be harvested by Clearwater or Pioneer 
Resources. 


SUMMATION: 


The BLM people that I have met do not appear to be 
competent or knowledgeable enough to deal with a 
multi-million transaction such as this. 


JV Ranch is really not a player in this game. They do not 
wish to exchange land. It will take $6 million cash to 
buy them. Their property does not front the North Fork of 
the John Day. The JV Ranch has been extensively logged in 
the past four years. 


Pioneer Resources and Clearwater Land Exchange are on one 
side of the deal and the BLM is on the opposite side. 


All cruises and appraisals of BLM timbers and lands need 
to be done by neutral persons or BLM persons, not the 
opposite side. 


JV Ranch and Pioneer Resources lands have al! recently 
beer logged. Did such logging meet al! legal requirements 
anc is there any cost related to the logging that BLM wil! 
assume? 


If this 16 not merely a hidden form of a timber sale, why 
Goes Pioneer Resources withdraw their lands from the 
exchange if Alternative 3 is chosen? 


Alternative ! is unacceptable 
Alternative 2 is preferable 


Attached and made a part of my comments is a copy of the 
Executive Summary of the Eastside Forests Scientific 
Society Panel. I agree wholeheartedly with this panel in 
its recommendations. We must preserve our options to have 
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Executive Summary 


For the past decade, the national forests of western Washington and Oregon have received regional and 
national aticntion because of their central rolc in the economic and ecological health of the Pacific 
Northwest. The national forests cast of the Cascade crest are no less important and, like the westerr. forests 
addressed by the President's April Forest Conference and resulting Forest Plan, are also receiving national 
attention. Yet despiic the importance of these Eastside forests, we have no synthesis of scientific 
information about their status and that of the associated biological :esources. 

To fill this void, a bipartisan group of seven members of the US House of Representatives 
approached several screntific societies to form the Eastside Forests Scientific Society Pane! to “initiate a 
review and report on the Eastside forests of Washington and Oregon.” They hoped to make "every effort to 
include the Eastside forests in whatever ancient forest legislation is considered by the Congress.” The panel's 
mandate was to broadly review the status of all Eastside forests and their associated resources. In contrast, 
the mandate cf the Forest Health Assessment Team (the Everctt Panel) was narrower. This team focused 
largely on forest health and only im six river basins, their report is described as “general in nature” (US Forest 
Service 1993) 

The geographical extent of old-growth forest ecosystems in Eastside national forests has been 
dramatically reduced during the twentieth century, continued logging of old growth outside Current reserves 
will jeopardize unknown numbers of native species. Forest harvest and other human actions have also 
changed the character of many other components of Eastside landscapes, including rivers with their 
populations of resident and migratory salmonids. Many ecologists believe that the combined effects of 
logging old growth and fire prevention have significantly increased the vulnerability of Eastside landscapes 
to catastrophic disturbances, further threatening what are already severely reduced habitats. 

The Eastside Forests Scientific Society Panel pulled together existing information in a report that 
defines current conditions and offers interim recommendations for protecting the remaining resources until a 
long-term plan for protection and restoration can be formulated. This cxecutive summary provides an 
overview of the report and the panel's interim recommendations, the complete printed report will be 


available in October 1993 


The Data Scts 


Our analysis of late-successional/old-growth forest (LS/OG)- 1s based largely on (1) the National Audubon 
Society Adopt-a-Forest Project carried out in cooperation with the US Forest Service (USFS) and (2) in- 
house USFS old-grewth inventories. Both projects involved interpretation of aenal photog’aphy and 


validation by ranger district staff and, somctimces, ficld 





Ten national! forests (Fremont, Wincma, Deschutes, Ochoco, Malheur, Umatilla, Waliowa-Whitman, Wenatchee, 
Colville, Okanogan) occupy lands between the Cascade Crest and the eastern boundanes of Washington and Oregon 
In this report we follow the definmon of late-successional/old-growth forest (LS/OG) as stated in Hopkins 
(1992), Hopkins et al. (1992a.b). and Williams et al (1992a,b) with two important exceptions: (1) We adopt 2 mimumum patch size 
for LS/OG of 0 § acres, as opposed to the 10 to 80 acres in USFS interim guidelines, and (2) an old-growth tree is defined by exther 
size of age, not both (see full report for more detail) 








reconnaissance. USFS also furmshed many additonal detaiis about the national forests of the Eastside. Recent efforts 
by state and regional chapters of the Amencan Fishenes Society defined aquanc diversity management areas (Oregon) 
or thew equivalents (Washington). All avaiiabic geographical data were assembled mm a geographic .nformanon system 
(GIS) by the Sicrra Biodiversity Insutute- 


Resource Conditions 


The forest ecosystems cast of the Cascade crest differ significantly from those west of the crest. Compared with 
Westside forests, foresis east of the crest grow im a more extreme clunate—hotter and drier in summer and colder in 


wintcr—and on soils that are often less productive. Their structure is more open, with a grassy understory maintained by 
frequent. light groundfires. the habitat requirements of fish and wildlife may also differ 


Late-successionaVold-growth forest 

Current levels of late-successional old growth on the Eastside fall far below histonc levels, parncularly in lower- 
elevation forests dominated by ponderosa pinc, western larch, and Douglas fir. Orly about 20 to 25% of rexiauming 
LS/OG 1s currently protected administratively or by statute (from 8% in Wallowa-Whitman National Forest to 72% in 
Deschutes Nahional Forest) From 70 to 95% of the LS/OG patches that remain cover less than 100 acres each--to 
small to provide for hasic needs of many LS/OG-associated species Three national forests (Colville, Wallowa- 
Whitman, and Winema) have no LS/OG patches larger than $000 acres: of the seven | S/OkG patches m three nanonal 
forests (Malheur, Ochoco, and \imatilla) that are larger than 5000 acres, only one is protected. 

Continued logging of currently unprotected 1. S/OG at 19RD rates would reduce the area occumed hy these 
umique coosystems to hetween 7 and 13% of forested lands in the national forests. Further reduction mn LS/OG 1s likely 
to yeopardize many components of the iological diversity of Eastside forests and increase the numbers of threatened or 
endangered species, especially among sensitive wildlife such as the Amencan marten, northern goshawk, pileated 
woodpecker, white-headed woodnecker, and flammulated ow! 

Many areas set aside in current forest plans as “designated oid growth” are not old growth. The overlap of 
actual and designated oid grewih varies significantly amone natianal forects in Winema National Forest_ only 16% of 
designated old growth patches contam more than two-thirds actual old-growth forest, but in Wallowa- Whitman 
National Forest, 70% of designated old-growth patches contain more than two-thirds actual old erowth 
Ponderosa pine forests have been especially hard hit by logging Only 3-5% of the original ponderosa climax old 
growth remains in Deschutes, 5-8% in Winema, and 2-8% in Fremont national forests. But the impact of human actions 
in Eastside forests goes well beyond logging Road cansmuicnon, crazing, and fire control alen may deerade forects and 


associated resources 


Aquatic systems 


Since Europeans settled the region, the ability of aquatic systems to sustain populations of nanve vertebrates has been 
compromised: large numbers of fish and amphibian taxa now face extinction in watersheds throughout the Eastside 
Salmon production in the Columbia River has declined to less than five nercent of its histonc levele At least 106 
major populations of tmpratory salmon and sicclhcad trout have heen extmnated on the West Coast, many of these cast 
of the Cascades Resident species that compicte their life cycles within freshwater habitats are also threatened 








with extiachon. In Oregon, 24 of 25 at-nsk resident fish species or subspecies occur exclusively m Fastude waters, 14 
are found in watersheds within the bhoundancs or immeshately downstream of nanonal forests 


Roadiess regions 

Because roads crisscross so many forested arcas on the Eastside, existing rnadiess repinns have enormous ecolnewal 
value Unfortunately, few of these remaining arcas are protected, im the Blue Mountains of castern Oreenn and 
Washington, for example, less than 8% of 722,000 acres of forested, roadiess area is administratively protected 
Although roads were sntended as innocuous comdors to casc the movement of humans and commodites across the 
landscape, they harm the waicr, soils, plants, and other anemal< i those landecanes 


Riparian corridors 


Ripanan (nver, stream, and lake-cdgc) comdors--which link fores and stream environments, serve as buffer zones 
protecting water resources, and support a disproporionate share of regional biologyca! Aiveraity—have heen damaged hy 
logging, road construction, and grazing thronehout the Fastside. This destruction also threatens the flow of high-quality 


water for use by humans 


Soils 
Soils an steep slopes, especially purmce, are vulnerable 19 erosion when disturbed, leading to siltation and reducing soul 
fernlity Wt takes a minimum of 200 years to reestablish old-growth forests on the hest, most stable sites after logeine. # 


could take much longer on fragile ates in particularly fragile areas forest cover could he permanently lost 


Elements and processes 


In short, the elements (penenc diversity and nchness of species and habitats) and processes (hydrological, hological, 
and ecological) that charactenze the ecosystems and landscanes of the Fastude have heen heavily altered hy recent 
human activines) What many nenple do not realize 1s that such altcrahons im turn jeopardize the very real services 
provided to human society by these elements and processes. Only by implementing an ecologically sound management 
program can future generations continue to harvest the henefits of these forests and their associated resources. The 
following recommendations are designed to rotect the remaining resources until a long-term strategy of protection and 


restoration can be developed 
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Interim Recommendations of the Eastside Forests Scientific Society Panel 


an 


Do not log late-successional/old-growth forests in eastern Oregon and Washington. 
The significantly reduced area and fragmentation of Eastside late-successional/oid-growth 
forests from past logging and road construction threatens many forest and aquatic species 
Furthermore, the ability of regional landscapes--critical aquatic and terrestria! habitats, 
especially--to absorb and buffer natural and human-induced disturbances 1s diminished 


Deferring LS/OG logging on all remaining fragments will create a “time out,” allowing 
scicntists to rigorously assess the status of LS/OG forests and develop a straicgy to protect 


them 


Cut no trees of any species older than 150 years or with a diameter at breast height 


(DBH) of 20 inches or greater. 
lt ts essential to conserve as many of the mature trees of Eastside forests as possibie in the 


short term to sustain these forests in the long term. Mature trees have lived for decades, even 
centuries, their very existence demonstrates that they have the genetic characteristics to 
survive the full range of environmental variation present in castern Oregon and Washington 
They are reservoirs of genetic diversity and serve as irreplaceable seed sources for forest 
regencration, they replenish the depleted supply of large snags and fallen logs. provid’ng nest 
and den sites for many animals, and they furnish unique historic records. As forester Boyd E 
Wickman (1992) points out, they are “living examples of our long-term objectives ” 


Do not log or build new roads in aquatic diversity management areas (ADMAs). 
ADMAs arc defined as locations where native aquatic species arc at risk of catinction and 
vulnerable to future disturbance, whole watersheds that represent the best remaining exampics 
of native aquatic ecosystems, or connecting corndors that provide an cssential link between 
habitats required to support fish populations at critical times in their life cycles. Such areas 
contain the last vestiges of quality habitat and genetic resources for native fish and other 
aquatic biota. They serve as cornerstones for any future cfforts io protect dozens of at-risk 
stocks or to rebuiid the lost production of native fishes. In addition, they provide the 
benchmarks for evaluating cflccts of land management and defining the ecological processes 


that restoration should emulate 


Do not construct new roads or log within current (1) roadless regions larger than 1000 
acres or (2) roadiess -egions that are biologically significant but smaller than 1000 


acres. 
Roz Jiess regions exemplify the Icast human-disiurbed forest and stream systems, the last 


reservoirs of ecological diversity, and the primary benchmarks for restoring ecological health 
and integrity. Roads fragment habitat, alter the hydrology of watersheds, supply excessive 
sediment to streams, increase human access and thus disturbances to forest animals, and 
influcnce the dispersal of plants and animals, especially exotic species, across the landscape 


Establish protected corridors along streams, rivers, lakes, and wetlands. Restrict 
timber harvest, road construction, grazing, and cutting of fuclwood within these 


corridors. 

















Riparian corndors are particularly important in the semiarid environments dominating easicm 
Oregon and Washington. Seventy-five percent of terrestrial species known to occur in the 
Blue Mountains, for example, cither deperd directly on mparian zones or usc them more than other 
habitats. Riparian areas also function as buffers that can reduce the effects on waterways of human 
land usc, such as fertilizer and pesticide runoff from agriculture Perennial streams with and without 
fish should be protected by a buffer zone on each side that 1s at least 300 feet wide honzontally, 
regardiess of slope, or as wide as the 100-year floodplain, whichever 1s greater. Lakes, ephemeral 
and intermittent streams, sceps, springs, and wetlands should be protected by a buffer at least 150 
fect wide on all sides. 

Furthermore, modifyirg strcam configuration by means of instream structures such as 
deflectors ond cabled logs should not be donc as a surrogate for nparian-zon< recovery. The greatest 
limitations to Eastside fish producizon, for example, are high water temperatures and sediment loads, 
structures do nothing to mitigate or reverse the cffects of either of these factors. Instream structurcs 
should not be installed without thorough watershed-level analysis to deiermine the apprcach that best 


protects and restores ecological elements and processes 


Prohibit logging of dominant or codominant pondcrosa pinc from Eastside forests. 

Restoring pondcrosa pine to its former pusition of dominance in Eastside forests must be done to 
protect and restore Eastside forest ccosystems. The mature ponderosa pincs that remain constituic 
important points of ongin for any recovery process, whether or not these trees are un LS’OG paiches 


Their protection must be a high priority independent of the patch size in which the trees are located 


Prohibit timber harvest in arcas pronc to landsiidcs or crosion unicss it can be conclusively 
demonstrated by peer-reviewed scientific study that no associated soil degradation or sediment 
input to streams results from that harvest. 

Protecting soul fertility and stream watcr quality must be a high priority of all land management 
Therefore, nv logging should be permitted on slopes with a gradient steeper than 30° on pumice 
soils and 60% on other soil types. Logging on slopes between 30 and 60% should retain 40° 6 of 
maximum basal arca,’ at least one-half of this basal arca in trees larger than the quadratic mean 


diameter of unlogged trees 


Prevent livestock grazing in riparian areas cxcept under strict!y defined conditions that protect 
those riparian areas from degradation. 
Poorly managed grazing in riparian zoncs oficn contnbutes to degradation of th: terrestrial and 


aquatic Components of regional landscapes. Grazing may therefore be incompatib'e with protection 
of LS’OG and ADMAs, including assurance of their role as sources of colonists for restoring adjaccnt 


arcas. 
The first step 1s to evaluate the condition of riparian areas in Eastside forcsis, including the 
cxtent to which grazing 1s injuring those arcas. The sccond step is to initiate long-term monitoring 
programs to track the condition of grazed and ungrazed arcas. If these evaluations or monilonng 
programs demonstrate a threat to the health or integrity of LS/OG and ADMAs, grazing should be 
prohibited. Elsewhere, (a) if an arca has not been degraded by previous grazing, grazing could be 
permiticd, but only when management plans (cg, alloiment management plans) are revised to 


incorporaic ccological standards consistent with 


3 Basal area is the summation of the area in a stand occupied by tree boles, quadratic mean diameter is the mean size of trees wa 


Stand 
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the long-term protection of streams, and the grazing does not degrade the nparian zone, (b) no 
grazing should be permitted in degraded npanan zones until conditions have been restored, (c) after 
restoration, livestock grazing should be permitted only to the extent that 1t does not damage restored 
arcas, and management plans have becn revised to mect appropriate ecological standards 


Do not log on fragile soils until it is conclusively demonstrated by peer-reviewed scientific study 
that soil integrity is protected and that forest -regeneration after logging is assured. 

Many Eastside forests grow on arcas thal are transitional to grassland or desert (at low clevation) and 
to alpine habitat (at high clevation) Mature trees probably became established in transition areas 
only during pcnods of unusually favorable weather Their persistence helps maintain sod structure 
and populations of beneficial soil organisms, and mature trees can survive low-intensity groundfires 
Forest regeneration on transition and high-clevation sites may be difficult. Moreover, soils such as 
ash soils may be relatively productive but vulnerable to compaction and loss of topsoil. Noxrous 
weeds (usually introduced exotic specics) contribute to site degradation if the cover of mature trees is 
removed from fragile sites. With proper silvicultural techniques, however, soils can probably be 
protected and forest regencrated on many transition sitcs Before logging 1s permitted on a sitc, sitc- 
specific logging plans should be required to demonstrate that silvicultural tec hmiques will not 


diminish the productive capacity of locai soils 


Establish a pancl with the appropriate disciplinary breadth to develop long-term management 
guidelines that will protect Eastside forests from drought, fire, insects, and pathogens. 

Fire prevention and carly logging practices have altered some LS/OG systems, making them 
vulncrabic to drought, insects, and fire Salvage (removing dead, fallen woody maternal) and 
thinning (cutting small live trees) arc two legitimate techmiques--bui not the only ones--for lowering 
risk from such disturbances. But lack of consensus and past abuses, in which large healthy trees were 
cut in the guise of salvage, icad us to recommend a comprehensive study of this issuc. Scientists 
disagree over how to define the goals of salvage and thinning and over the rules for selecting arcas 
where salvage or thinning 1s required No consensus exists on silvicultural practices for minimizing 
effects from drought, fire, insects, and pathogens, on the conditions under which LS'‘OG should be 
entered to reduce nsk of catastrophic loss, or on the levels of treatment that reduce msk without 
compromising ecological valucs Sustaiing regional natural resources and their use depends on 


enlightened and comprehensive approaches to protecung forest health 


Establish a sccond pancl to produce a coordinated strategy for restoring the regional landscape 
and its component ecosystems. Emphasize protecting the health and integrity of regional biotic 
clements as well as the processes on which they depend. 

Existing forest plans arc inadequaic to address the complex ecological issucs in Eastside forests, 
especially with regard to management of late-successional old-growth systems Forest plans must be 
revised to integrate new ecological understanding of the influences of Euroamerncan settlement with 
the changing socictal attitudes now defining desirable conditions of regional landscapes and their 


resources. Before those plans can be revised, 











comprehensive inventoncs of the status of natural resources must be complcied for cach forcst. 
National policies necd to be brought into line with national pnonties for pubiic lands. To 
meci current needs for protection and restoraton, USFS personnel need tu be supported with 
appropriaic funding and incentives Because federal lands are embedded in landscapes that often 
contain significant amounts of private, state, and tribal lands, regional programs must be grounded in 
cooperation among diverse ownership groups. Long-term managcineni programs designed to protect 
the ecological integrity of regional landscapes must be given ihc highcst pnority on privatc as well as 
public lands. That integrity depends on protecting both the elements (genetic diversity, richness of 
species and habitats) and tae processes (demography, hydrology, nutrient cycling, fire) within 
regional landscapes. We especially note that this goal cannot be accomplished by applying 
techniques intended to rimic an assumed histoncal distribution of major habitat types or forest age 
classes. Mimicking “ok’-growth structure,” as advocated by some silviculturalists, 1s not cnough to 
protect th: cicments avd process s of living late-successional/old-gruwth forests and their associated 


resources. 
The panels called for in recommendations 10 and 11 should include representatives from all 


relevant disciplines and members from federal and state agencies, academia, scicntific societies, and 
other groups with appropriate expertise 
Summary 
Our recomme.dations concentrate on the protection of remaining late-successional/old-growth forests, 
aquatic diversity management arcas, .adiess regions, and mpanan corndors because they are the basic 


building blocks for reconstructing or resioring the Eastside landscape. Without them, opportunities will bc 
limited for building a long-term strategy to ensure sustainable supplies of Eastside natural resources 
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2050 NE 3rd Street 
Prineville. OR 97754 


Dear Mr. Hancock 


Thank you for the opportunity to review the Northeast Oregon Assemble Land Exchange and 
Environmental Impact Statement 


Please be aware that there are some rivers, or portions of rivers, in Oregon that are designated 
state scemec, and under protection. Our department asks that you consider the impacts of 
exchang'ig land along portions of such rivers as the North Fork John Day, Middle Fork John 
Day. and the Main Stem John Day. The river miles for the Federal Wild and Scenic 
designation on the Main Stem, and the North Fork 1s less than the state designation. The 
Middle fork John Day from the Crawtord Creek Bridge. to the confluence with the North 
lork 1s all a State Scenic Waterway. We are concerned that there may be some land exchanged 
trom public to private along stretches of river that are only State Scenic Waterways. This 
change may mean that development that would not occur under public ownership, ma, be 
pursued by private owners. Our concern would be for development that would adversely 
attest the river 


OPRD reviews all land use changes on private land within the quarter mile on cach side of the 
designated portions of these rivers. Private parties involved in the land exchanges should 

know that if the land falls within these corridors, they will, by state law, have to have approval 
from us. Thrs would include any land uses such as, but not limited to, road building, logging. 
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James L. Hancock 


Page 2 
December 8. 1997 


We would like information about the requirements of our program handed out in the exchange 
process. We can supply you with copies of the enclosed Landowners Guide. 


If you have any questions. please feel free to contact me at the above phone number. or Jan 
Houck in our Bend office at (541) 388-6211 extension 4. 


Sincerely, 


Var AA 


Cindy Vergari Cc 


Area 9 Coordinator 
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December 12, 1997 fae BavaTOR |} — 
Prineville District BLM WT Ral map 
P O Box 550 vy 
Prineville, OR 97754 ~~ Aa = 

he | 
RE NOALE EIS OCSOMUTES 
| = =e 

Dear Mr. Cosgriffe —— —— 


Oregon Trout supports the Alternative #1, the Preferred Alternative for the Northeastern 
Oregon Assembled Land Exchange While this option would slightly reduce the amount 
of old growth forest on public lands in the region, the acquisition of 60 miles of 
anadromous fish habitat should more than compensate for that loss 


We recommend that consideration be given to transferring the lands that would be 
acquired in the North Fork of the John Day River to the U.S. Forest Service for future 
management rather than the Bureau of Land Management. We recommend this 
alternative due to the distance of these lands from Prineville, compared to their distance 
to Ranger District offices in Heppner and Dale, and because of the fact that these lands 
are more readily accessible from the adjoining Forest Service lands to the north than they 
are from the south. From a management standpoint, it makes more sense for the Forest 
Service to manage these lands than it does for the BLM to be the managing agency 


Thank you for this opportunity to comment on this important matter Oregon Trout hopes 
that the parties are able to consummate Phase #1 of the project very soon 
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Dick Cosgriffe a 

Area Manager ——_-—f 
-_-_-_—_ — 

PO Rox 550 — 


Prineville. OR 97754 
Mr. Cosgrnfte 


Enjoved meeting with you the other day regarding the Northeast Oregon Assembled Land 
Exchange EIS. My comments are as follows 


p.xn - | am concerned that some tribal use areas will be lost to the Burns Pasute Tribe. I 


would like to see a fieldtrip scheduled io the area in order to better determine the 
ramifications of the land exchange 


p.9-An MOU with the Burns Pate Tribe would be good to pursue. Also, | believe I 
met with BLM staff in Prineville in March 1997, not Burns 


p. 67 - “Cultural Resources” - 1 am concerned that only 33 of 69 tracts have been 
surveyed. Are you planning on surveying al! of the tracts before disposal’? Does any 
of the federal land proposed for exchange have significant archaeological value? If 
so, it would not benefit the Tribe to have such land go in to private ownership. The 
Tribe ts interested in preserving access to traditional use areas, such as cultural plant 
communities. Cultural plants of importance to the Tribe include, but are not limited 
to, chokechernes, aspen, willow, bitterroot, biscurtroot, and red ochre dogwood 


In general, the Burns Paste Tribe would like to be involved in the land exchange. Also, 
the staff in the Natural Resource Department are interested in working with you on the 
land exchange 


Sincerely 


td \en He 
(Lid -\en 4 
Linda Reed-Jerofte 
Cultural Resource Manager 
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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
P. 0. Bax C, Warm Springs, Oregon 97761 











Dsocmber 16. 1997 


By Facsimile and Regular Mai! 


Dick Cosgniffe 

Bureau of Land Manay-ment 
PO Box 550 

Prineville, OR 97754 


Re: ..s.cotson NOALE 


Dear Mr Cosgniffe 


Thank vou for the opportunity to comment on the NOALE The Confederated Tric. . .. the Warm 
Spruigs Reservation of Oregon (“CTWSRO’) have the following comments on the exchanee 


| The Tnbes would prefer to see as much mpar:an land as possible retained by the public, 
parucularly wm areas where there are munumal public holdings (¢ g. Middle Fork John Day). This land ts 
unportant both for CTWSRO habitat restoration projects and for access to trestv-secured fish resources 
Specific sites that should be retained in the Upper John Day River Basin mclude: G136B on the John Day. 
G3, 644. 707and 708 on the Middle Fork. and G429, 430. 431 and 433 on the South Fork We would also 


request retenuion of anv additional mpanan parcels involved in the exchange 


2? Parcels 1684 and 16865 contain a large spring complex. The valuation placed on this parcel 
should include the added » alue represented bv these springs 


3. The CTWSRO request that the exchanee be structured to avoid the extensive logging of 
umportant headwater areas This can be accomplished by retauning al! critical headwatc: parcels. The 
CTWSRO have not identified all such parcels but would be happy to work with BLM to complete that 


identification 


4 The CTWSRO believe that the exchange gives up too much old growth habitat (2 acres ose 
for every acre received). The ecological value of this habitat is weii-documented There should eithe’ 


old growth exchanged or the exchange should be balanced 


§ It ts our understandiny that some individual landowners may be unable to purchase (as par c: 
purchase of the parce!) the tumber associated with the parcels Our concern that this exchange feature will 
result un the wholesale aad ummediate harvest of all tumber on these parcels. Is this a feature of the exchange. 


or will landowners be allowed to purch ose parcels with all nghts intact” 








Dick Cosenfie 
Page 2 
December 16, 1997 


Thank vou for taking these comments into considerauion. Please call if vou have amv questions 


Sincerels 


Se 


Brad Nve 
CTW SRO Habitat Conser: ationist 


cc Charles Calica GVM. CTWSRO Natural Scsources 
Off-Reservation Fish 2 Wildiife Commuttee 
Shaun Robertson. CTWSRO John Dav Project 
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Prineville District Office usorive 
PO Box $50 (3050 NE 3" St) = — 
Prineville, OR 97754 Wa 208, 
_ -_ 
Attention James L Hancock ms or 


Dear Mir Hancock 


Than} you for sending me the Executive Summary for the Northeast Oregon Assembled Land 
Exchange (NOALE) and the environmental impact statement 


I wish to state an objection to your mtention to trade 1.128 acres of old growth forest habriat for 
potential acquisition of 600 acres This 1s a net loss of 528 acres of a very precious and 
endangered ecosystem In looking at your timber resources figures, 1 also seems clear that the 
umberlards you will be recerving in trade will be largely cut over timberland, most likely clear-cut 
as 1s the practice on most private timberland 


| beheve that the sacrifice of 1,128 acres of old growth forest ts out of keeping with the desired 
policy of mamtaming biodiversity including the integrity of the old growth forest Clearly. 


whatever you trade will be rapidly clear-cut and destroved by the private landowners who take 
possession of i 


1 request that you pick alternative #3. which ts to not trade away old growth forest habitat or 
modify alternative #! so as to not lose and destroy old growth forest habitat Please keep me 


informed of vour decision 
Sincerely. 
4 Z 
Yael ue « 14S 
/ 
Martin P Albert. MD 
MPA mks 


901 Preston Awenwe © Charlottesville, VA 22903 © Phone: 804-977-3140 
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October 20, 1997 





Prineville BLM Distri 
Attention: Dick Cosgr 
P. O. Box 550 

Prineville, OR 97754 


Re: The Northeast Oregon Assembled Land Exchange and 
Environmental Impact Statemen* (Sept. 1997) 


I am writing to lend support for Alternative !. with a few modifi- 
caticss. 


My family. friends and Tt ave hunted deer and el*® siong the North 

For* of the John Day River from Jeric»o Creek to Mallory Creek for 
wel'l over 70 years. We hunted mostly on L®, US Forest Service, BLM, 
and State lands. No problem with access until tis year wren ve had 
Ritter El« Tags and found out from ODFW the day *efore leaving for 

elk hunting that L® bad cold their holdings to Pioneer Industries 
Properties, who in turn »*ad leased the Punting rights to Battle Creek 
Outfitters for “Fee Hunting”. Tris, in effect. blocked us from our 
only available »unting area within the Ritter GMU. We had to rush 

to trace our Ritter tacs for General Tacs. second season. I contacted 
Pioneer Industries to seek permission to hunt on their holdings on the 
north side of the North Fork. “Mr. Brian Thompson advised that we vere 
welcome to hunt their property this year, »ut could not promise any- 
thing for next year because they were talking with outfitters about 
possible fee hunting starting next year on their holdings on the north 
side of the river. 


Alternative ! wou'd restore our traditional Sunting grounds and elimi- 
nate this “fee hunting”, with the possible exception of Sections 10, 
1) and 12, T7S, R29E, W.M. and Sections 7 and @, T7S, ROE, W.M. 
I would recommerd that the following land »e acquired: 

SEX SE| Sec. 10; S%& S%& Sec. 113 All of Sec. i727 except 

the S& SFE] ane SF] SWk T7S, R?7°F, W.M. and Sk Nw 

an¢ N& SWk Sec. 7 ane SE NYWk Sec. @, T7S, RIOF, W.M. 


This a¢ded wroperty would secure the drainage from further 
erosion (with exception of te upver reaches of Skull Cree), would 
allow clear cut locjed over areas a chance to restore ané once again 
provide adequate *eddine cgroundcs anc thermal cover for the 1, deer 
anc multitude of other wildlife. 


The existing BLM land in Sections “, 5 ané 8 T7S, ROOF, W.M. has some 
of the nicest "01d Growth” Pine and Fir you will fine anywhere. and 


all around it has been strioped to the “nubs”. It would be nice to 
allow the acjacent lands, on this north slope. 4 chance to restore 
an¢ blend in somewhat with this little “Old Growth oasis". Over the 


years I have always appreciated the fact that BLM ownedc this land and 











prevented the logging of it. This area, USFS lands up Potamus 
Creek, Little Potamus Creek, and Wickiup Creek all have wonderful 
stands of Ol¢ Growth timber. To walk through them and think they 
Will always »e there is good for the soul. 


I believe that BLM is 


document and I think I 


to be commended for their work on this 


smcak for arproximately 20 peosle. 


Sincerely, 


a 
Maury "ayne 


6511 S. Scenic Drive 
Prineville, OR 977524 











PO Box 566 
La Grande, Or 97850 
29 October 1997 


Bureau of Land Management 
Prineville, Oregon 


Dear B.L.M. Manager, 


As owners of the Crystal Palace Mines, Baker County, (T8S 
R44E) we are concerned about receiving information on P.225 draft 
EIS of N.O.A.L.E. 

We request that we be informed about land disposal in our 
area and also request that we be given the opportunity to make an 


offer on those B.L.M. lands. 

















Thank you, “~ 
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Paul J. Lipscomb 
463 Century Drive S. 
Salem, Oregon 97302 

(503) 588-5026 





November 6, 1997 


Dick Cosgriffe, Area Manager 
Prineville BLM District Office 
P.O. Box 550 

Prineville, Oregon 97754 


Re: Northwest Oregon Assembled Land Exchange 
(EIS): Parcel G 76ABC 


Dear Mr. Cosgriffe: 
I would like to comment for the record on the above exchange. 


First, in general terms, I think this proposed exchange represents 
an exceilent piece ot work by ali concerned on the project. Obviously a 
lot of hard work, deep thought and lengthy meetings have already been 
devoted to this task. The result is an impressive example of good 
government at work. 


Second, there is one relatively small area that I would ask you to 
reconsider based upon my personal knowledge of the parcel. Parcel 
G76ABC contains 530 acres of very productive wildlife habitat and 
commands dramatic vistas overlooking the Upper John Day River basin 
near Monument, Oregon. It is contingous to the Umatilla National 
Forest. Access is good, via a relatively easy ridge top trail sufficient to 
support off road vehicle use, as well as foot and horseback travel. 
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It is obvious even to a casual observer that this parce! is heavily 
used by mule deer for both summer and winter range. I have observed in 
excess of 40 deer at a time living on this parcel during the fall hunting 
season. They bed on the lower benches and utilize the ridge for grazing. 
Antler sheds and the variety of aged droppings indicate that they live 
here year round. Elk apparently also utilize this parcel for grazing and as 
a travel corridor during the summer, and as part of their winter range as 
well. I have viewed both fresh and well aged droppings on the higher 
benches on the east side. 


The importance of protecting critical winter range property near 
expanding human population areas is well docurnented. Once lost, it 
cannot be recaptured. Increased human habitation on this parce! is likely 
if ownership is transferred due to the easy access from the adjacent 
developed property to the west and south and the extraordinary view 
potential that exists even from the lower slopes and benches. 


I have also observed bald eagles in this area, and I have seen their 
feathers beneath what may be a roost tree on the west side of the 
property. Other bird species important from a recreational aspect which I 
have seen on the property include whole coveys of hungarian partridges, 
chukars and quail. 


Please reconsider the inclusion of this unique parcel in the 
proposed exchange. It is relatively large compared to other proposed 
exchange parcels, and one of very few that borders other public land. 
Indeed, it is actually one of the largest parcels (530 acres) bordering 
National Forest property which is proposed for disposal, and it has good 
access from that adjacent public land. 


I respectfully request that someone from your office physically walk 
the property, experience the dramatic vistas commanded from the ridges. 
and observe the variety and number of wildlife using this unique parcel. 
Its recreational value is substantial, and it should not leave public 
ownership and be lost to private development which will benefit only a 
few. Any such private development will certainly be detrimental to 
ongoing efforts to protect critical winter range and wildlife travel 
corridors in this area, and it may adversely impact bald eagle use of the 
area as well. 











i have enclosed a copy of a topographical map of the parcel for 
office review, but I would strongly urge a site visit. If you have any 
questions or concerns please contact me 


I would aiso specifically request being notified of your ultimate 


> ™ >= © . } 
decision on this parcel 


2 tea 


Sincere 
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Thomas C. Tankersley “ > F 
P.O. Box 625 Vv, 
McMinnville, Oregon 97128 er a 
(503) 472-0344 are a) 
oqn3o8 3 
November 21, 1997 - S 


Dick Coscriffe, Area Manager 
Prineville BIM District Office 
P.O. Box 550 


Prineville, Oregon 97754 


Re: Northwest Oregon Assembled Land Exchunge 
(EIS): Parcel G 76APC 


Dear Mr. Cosgriffe: 


I understand that my friend and hunting partner, Paul 
Lipscomb, has also written you concerning this matter. I agree 
completely with Paul's comments, both in general and concerning 
this specific project. 


I would like to join Paul in congratulating you in putting 
together this land exchange. I am concerned about the one approxi- 
mately 500-acre parcel, however. Over several years, I have hunted 
on this parcel and personally observed all of the positive features 
Paul Lipscomb's letter describes. 


In addition, I think the parcel is especially important to the 
public in that it is one of the few methods that allows people 
hunting the National Forest to also hunt on the foothill area of 
the John Day River in this area. Virtually aii tne rest or the 
access below the rimrock level is private and posted. This is a 
unique piece that allows the public to experience the full range of 
Wildlife habitats and ecosystems in the immediate area. If BLM 
wishes to exchange it, I would suggest that they attempt to 
exchange it with the Forest Service. 
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Once again, congratulations on your good work in putting this 
project together, but I do think that it would be a disservice to 
the public to transfer this unique 530-acre parcel out of public 
ownership, thereby depriving both hunters and non-hunters of the 
opportunity to fully enjoy the area. I also share Paul's 
Lipscomb's concerns about wildlife habitat, both for game species 
such as elk, deer and game birds and also for eagles and other non- 
game animals. 


Thank you for considering our comments. 


Sincerel (7) 


372 














4%. _, @ ra 
O- -, ——}——-—-- DEPARTMENT OF 


i 


















December 30, 1997 . aa ~ FISH AND 
— HLDLIF! 
r—- ——- 
| " NORYIEAS) KEGION 
) wr, faa fe (She 
Mir. Dick Cosgriffe, Area Manager 9 peo 
BLM District Office | fon L 
P.O. Box 550 tPYy 7 


Prineville, OR 97754 


Dear Mr. Cosgriffe, 


My staff have reviewed the draft, EIS, for The Northeastern Oregon Assembled 
Land Exchange (NOALE) and proposed Resource Management Pian (RMP! 
maintenance for retention, exchange, and disposal of public land. Overall, the 
Northeast Region, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, supports Alternative 1 | 
preferred Alternative) because of benefits to the fish and wildlife resource and 
enhanced public access to federal land. Alternative 1 would result in acquistion of 
both the JV Ranch which has significant value as big game winter range and other 
wildlife values. Also private lands along the North Fork and South Fork John Day 
rivers would be acquired. Both rivers have the poiential to provide excellent habitat 
for anadromous fish and terrestrial vertebrates dependent on riparian vegetation. 


The Northeast Region is concerned about the BLM’s proposal to sel! certain parcels 
of land currently in public ownership. Therefore we can not support Alternative | 
without an amendment to retain certain parcels with high fish and wildlife resource 
vaive. Our primary concern is the decision by BLM to dispose of a large block 
(2,798 acres) of Columbia Basin shrub-steppe/grassiand habitat type in the Juniper 
Canyon (UM75). It appears that BLM is overlooking mumerous objectives for 
ecosystem management /integrity and the Region's prior input regarding the value of 
the property for several wildlife species that occur on this parcel. As indicated im 
the EIS on page 58. relatively little Columbia Basin shrub-steppe/grassiand habitat 
exists and most of the remaiung shrub-steppe/grassiand is im scattered small-to- 
medium size parcels and much of it ts im poor condition. Rationale for retaining 
shwub-steppe/grassiand habitat in the Columbia Casin is aiso found in the draft EIS 
for the interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project. Attached is a 
narrative regarding ecological condition, public access, and wildiife values of 
Juruper Canyon 


eat, 








> th Street 
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Mr. Dick Cosgriffe 


Page 2 
December 30, 1997 


Other BLM-managed land that should be retained in public ownership are those 
parcels (G52A. G62, G63ABC: specifically, oarcels with tax lot numbers 2400 and 
2900) located southwest of Monument. These lands are adjacent to property that 
will soon be acquired by our Department. We believe that the wildlife values, 
especially mule deer winter range on the Department's property, will be enhanced 
because a larger block of public land will be created. Assess would also be 
available for public use. If this property is retamed m public ownership our 
Department would ike to manage the property through a management agreement 
with BLM. 


We also believe that the BLM should retain most parcels that border on other public 
land including state lands and those parcels admurustered by the USFS. Many of 
these parcels have been identified in the specific Comments section attached to ths 
letter. it seems mconsistent with the dwection of the EIS to dispose of these 
parcels for three reasons. First, most abut national forests and thus they are not 
isolated from public lands. Second, many of these parcels contain old growth 
forest. Third, public access is pro-ided through adjomung public land. 


Another concern +s that many pacels of BLM- managed land which contain old 
growth forests will be disposed of and private lands will be acquired which have 
expenenced extensive timber narvest. Much of the forest lands on the JV Ranch 
and Rudio Mountain parcels have been intensively managed for timber production. 
Also, most of the commercial size trees have been harvested since the project was 
orginally proposed two years ago. How will thus change in economic and wildiife 
resource values be accounted for by BLM? Will there still be substantial parcels of 
private lands with old growth forest characteristics acquired in the NOALE? 
According to the draft EIS for the interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management 
Project old growth forests have declined dramatically since historic times. Several 
wildlife species on the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife’s Sensitive Species 
List are dependent on old growth forests. We can prevent these species from 
becoming threatened or endangered by maimtaimng old growth forests, especially 
large parcels 
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Mr. Dick Cosgriffe 


Page 3 
December 30, 1997 


Another general concern is that during meetings with both the BLM and Clearwater, 
there has been no discussion about what will happen to the timber on public parcels 
that are sold to adjoining landowners. Several landowners have informed us that 
only the land will be sold to them and that the timber nghts will belong to a thud 
party. We bebeve that if the land, imcluding the timber, is sold to adjoring 
landowners there will be more imcentive for better fish and wildlife resource 
management decisions. 


Specific comments can be found on the attached pages. Thank you for the 
Opportunity to provide input to The Northeast Oregon Assembled Land Exchange 
(NOALE) and EIS. Please contact Scott Findholt or me at (541) 963-2138 if you 
have any questions concerning the Northeast Regi »n’s comments 





Jim Lauman 
N.E. Regione! Supervisor 


ksE6 
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Additional narratrve on Jumper Canyon and specific comments on The Northeast Oregon 


Assembled Land Exchange and Environmental impact Statement: 


Juniper Canyon: 


Several species of wildlife have been documented as occurring in Juniper Canyon (UM-75) 
that our found on the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife’s Sensitive Species List. 
These are the species that are vulnerable to becoming threatened or endangered unless we 
preserve suitable habitat for ther, o..d include the Washington ground squirrel, sagebrush 
izard. grasshopper sparrow, tawrowing owl, and loggerhead shrike Other vertebrate 
species of concern to the Department probably occur here but the area has not becn 
thoroughly inventoned for them. Because the Washington ground squirrel has a restricted 
distribution in Oregon and Washington this species could become ‘sted as threatened by 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service if populations continue to deciine. Our Department's 
stand on stwub-steppe/grassiand habitat im the Columbia Basin :s that ro net loss should 
occur. Also. we beleve that our ability to manage habitat for sensitive species in Jumper 
Canyon may be i jeopardy if the BLY disposes of its property here 


in the NOALE and EIS reference is made to the poor ecologicai Condition of the Juniper 
Canyon track, however, we beheve the functionality of the habitat is mostly mtact for 
numerous shrub-steppe grassland obligate wildife species. Jurmper Canyon still maimtains 
a plant specces composition sunilar to that found histoncally in Columbia Basin shrub- 
steppe /grassiand including perenmal grass, basin big sage, and antelope bitterbrush stands 
The ecological condition +s due primarily to the infivence of exotic annual grasses such as 
cheat grass, wiwch has recently dormmnated the understory but not entirely eliminated the 
perenmal grass stands. To the best of our knowledge, all large tracks of shrub- 
steppe/grassiand habitat m the Columbia Basin, either in public of private ownerstup, 
contain cheat grass or other exotic grasses and forbs as part of *he understory vegetation. 
Thus mciudes the largest contiguous blocks of remainwng shwub-steppe/grassiand parcels 
found on the Boeing property and Boardman Bombing Range. Thus, the Region beleves 
that Jumper Canyon is one of the largest and most ecologica.y mtact examples of the 
shrub-steppe/grassiand habitat type and every effor: should be made to retain it in public 
ownerstup 


Public access to Jumper Canyon is restricted due to current land ownership. We do not 
beheve that current land ownerstwp wiwch has resulted in poor public access to Juruper 
Canyon is a very strong reason for disposing of thus parcel. A change in ownership of 
lands adjacent to Jumper Canyon could result in improved access for public use and 
management of the property 


Specific comments: 


e Page 35, sixth paragraph. Bull trout are not extinct in Ue upper Middle Fork subbasin. 
They are found in Big and Granite Boulder creeks as well as Clear Creek. The 
population in Clear Creek was documented after Ratliff and Howell (1992) published 
thew report. The statement that these populations are at high nsk of extinction is still 
accurate. 
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Page 36, fist paragraph. One could argue about the relative conditions of steelhead 
habitat throughout the basin. However, we think i 1s an overstatement to say that 
Kahler, Parrish, Rock, Alder, and Cherry creeks have good habitat. Alder Creek has 
some of the worst habitat Conditions mm the entre basin, primarily due to overgrazing on 
rangeland that has poor sols. Portions of Rock Creek may have good habitat, but 
overall 1S poor, prunaridy because of the extremely tigh sediment load during 
snowmelt and heavy rains (runoff from surrounding grain fields). Parrish, Kahler and 
Cherry creeks are largely private lands and have heavy grazing pressure, subsequently 
npanan vegetation, wate7 temperatures, and large wood component is less than 
optimum. 


According to the map and Table A-1, a parcel of private land wittwn a large block of 
potential acquired lands in not being offered in the exchange (T11S, R26E, SE1/4 of 
the NW1/4 and SW1/4 of the NE1/4). Unless a public easement or other access is 
guaranteed, ttws parcel could block driven public access into a very large block of 
public land on Rudio Mountam. This has and will continue to be a problem, unless 
Quaranteed access 1's acquired. 


Parcels that should be retained by the BLM because they abut National Forest or other 
public tand are G1, G704*, G703*, G38A, G38B*, GI04A*, G104B*, G104D". 
G10i, G99, GB4A*, G701*, G706*, G718, G720, G143, G145, G139B, G116B. 
Gi50A*, G156, G157, G158, G160*, G188, G189*, G725, G205. G207, G426". 
G162*, G432°*, G274, G269. G271°, G265B°, G266. and G267*. Those with an 
asterisk are bordered on at least two sides by public land. Parcel G432 is especially 
puzzling because it is in Zone Z-1, designated for retention. 


There are numerous errors m the maps or in Table A-1 and it 1s not clear where the 
error occurs. it does not make a substantial difference im what we thunk of the 
proposal, but these errors should be corrected. 


Those parcels identified for acqusition m the maps but not referenced m the table 
include; T16S R27E Sec. 16, and T10S R26E Sec. 36 N1/2NW1/4 and NW1/4NE1/4 


Those identified in the table for acquisition but not on the map include; T9S R26E Sec 
34 $1/2SW 1/4, T10S R26E Sec. 3 W1/2, T11S R26E Sec. 10 NE1/4NE1/4, and T16S 
R27E Sec. 19 W1/2SE1/4. 


There +s also a parcel wentified for disposal in the table, but dentifred for retention on 
the map (parcel G11 - T8S R2BE Sec. 1 NE//4N1/2SE1/4) 


Parcels in the vicinity of Tamarack and Shaw mountains m Umon County ( UN-16, UN-17, 
UN-18, UN-19, UN-20) should be retained by the BLM. These parcels provide significant 
and the only cover for elk on winter range im thus area 


The resource assessment information for UM75 in tables A-7a and A-7b appears to be 
missing 








e in the EIS predictors sre made of mpacts to ecological function or species 
CumMposition m vanous areas. For example, m Jurmper Canyon at is difficult to know the 
source of the predictions since we are unaware of any Comprehensive study of the 
species using the Jurwper Canyon percels prior to the preparation of this document. 


© We are uncomfortable ging up land with fishenes values when ittle or no specific 
acquisition plans are developed for the Grande Ronde or Powder River basins (pg 71). 


e Rambow and brook trout are m the Burnt River Basin. To date. no bull trout have been 
observed (p77) 


e We agree with the potential areas of acquisition im the Powder River Basin ipg 79). 
Please modify the frshenes section on page 80. Trout populations m the Powder Basin 
do wmclude redband trout. Streams within potential acquisition areas do contaim 
redband ‘rainbow, and have potential for good fishenes values (eg. Daly, Connor, Sisiy, 
Dime, Ebell, Powder River, and Pine) 


© Why were no tables mncluded for the Powder Basin listing fish habitat withun public 
lands considered for disposal (Chapter 3. “pg 77)? 


e Ripanan/Wetland conditions (pg 82). It seers mappropriate to devalue these resources 
because they have been degraded by management practices. A more appropriate 
question would be: What is the potential of these areas? 


e We do noi beheve Pacific Lamprey are present in the Powder River basin. There is no 
possityiity of an anadromous fish mm thus basin. in addition, be sure and emphasize the 
presence of bull trout wm the basin (pg 83). 


© Append« B-2. pg 287-289. Chinook salmon are present in the NOALE analysis area 
of the Grande Ronde Basin. How do Pacific Lamprey get to the Powder River Basin? 


© Appendix A-2, pg 241. 242. Need a demarcation between Umatilla and Baker County 
potential areas of acquisition and Baker County. We agree with the areas of potential 
acquisition i Baker County. These areas incorporate wmportant fishery resources, and 
could wnprove both management and public access 


Grande Ronde Basin Disposal: 


UN1-Sec 32. TIN, R3BE. Consider retention. Near Fu Creek. Potential Steelhead 
production, spring influence on water quality. Also adjacent to USFS land. 


UN2-Sec 4, S1/2NW1/4. Consider retention. Pelcan Creek produces steelhead. Also 
adjacent to USFS land 


UN14-Sheep Creek. Consider retention. Histone critical cClunook production and current 
steelhead production. Thus habitat type (lower gradient, meandering stream) has lnited 
publc ownerstup 





T5S.R41E, Sec 30. Keep thus portion of the South Fork of Catherme Creek. Thus stream 
produces Chunook Salmon, Steelhead. and Brook Trout. 


72S, R37SE, Sec35 SESE. Consider retention. Wilson Canyon. Ovwect Contact with the 
Grande Ronde. Potential steelhead rearing in Wilson Canyon. Potential water quality 
mpacts on the Grande Ronde River. 


UN63 and UN64. Consider retention. Both Meadow Creek and Dark Canyon Creek 
produce steelhead/rambow. There is potential chwnook production m the lower reaches 


Powder Basin Disposal: 
TSS. RIBE, Sec 18. NVWWNW. Consider retention. Anthony Creek contaims bull trout 


T6S,R40E,Sec 26. Please retain this. This property provides important bank angler 
access to Tivef Valley Reservow. 


8193-7T7S,R38E,Sec31. Consider retention.. Bull Trout are present in the Muddy Creek 
system 


8207-Sec 10,W1/2SE1/2,SE1/4SE1/4. Consider retention. Big Creek has been an 
important rainbow producer 


8194-Sec 5, T8S.R3BE. Consider retention. Bull trout have been collected on Rock 
Creek 


8204-Sec 33,W1/2SW1/4 and Sec 5, lot 1, SE 1/4NE1/4. Consider retention. The mouth 
of Kitchen Creek had a hustoric spring raimbow trout fishery 
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l. An ©.°.5S. should be orepared for this proposed land exchange. This is « large- 
scale, ceorraphically widespread exchange with both potentially beneficial as well 
ee 4e*rimertal consequences. The N.T.°.A. is quite clear that an E.I.5. is required 
for a orotect of this scope. An E.A. is an inadequate format to sufficientiy ac- 
dress the many probable, potential, cummlative, and long-term inspects of this pro- 
posed land exchange. 4 full =°S would allow thorouch analysis of this project, dis- 
closing to both *he pub]le and the decision-maker its ecological as well as econ- 
omic realities. There cay be portions of this proposed exchange which should in- 
deed co throuch, benefitting both public natural heritace as well as watershed 
quality and wildlife habitat needs. “ther proposed portions of this exchange may 
prove to be tagpotentially destructive to be permitted. A N.E.P.A. required EIS 
would establish a format wherein such close scrutiny could be facilitated, provid- 
ing for better understandine as well as upholding the public trust inherent within 
the responsibility of stewarding the pubically owned natural heritage of us all. 


2. That the FIS for this proposed exchance fully dieclose the type and quality of 
wildlife habitat on a "unit by ueit” ‘parcel by parcel) basis of all lands beinz 
proposed for removal from public ownership as well as those proposed for public 

acquisition. (e#: old crowth forest xt of acreage, clearcut xf of acres, and on, 

fisclosine t pe and extent of past légcine, acres of rare plants, native grasses, 
invasive exotic "noxious" weeds, riparian havitat with eood water quality, streas 
shadine, etc. as well as acres with poor rirarian habitat or water quality (high 


temperatures, erosive soils, heavily logred, high sediment loads, little or no 
shading, over-grazed, etc.) 


3. That the EIS fully analyse the potential benefits to wildlife of retaining 
public ownership of isolated land parcels with current wildlife value/use. The 
EIS should also disclose the consequences to wildlife of these lands shifting to 
private ownership and tanagement. ©ften it is the isolated, difficult to access 
lands which provide some of the best quality wildlife habitat remaining today. 


ue No publicly owned land, regardless of how isolated, should be exchanged if it 
has old growth forest, intact native grasslands, rare plants, creeks and streams 
which are tributaries to the region's salmon, steelhead, bvll trout and cutthroat 
trout watersheds, and/or habitat for C-1 and C-? listed/proposed species. 





©. No lands within the interior of “ational Forest ‘or ®LMW) boundaries should be 
exchanred out of public ownership. Public/‘ederal acquisition of private *inhold- 
ings* should, however, be encouraced. 


» The EIS should fully and accurately disclose the ecolorical conditions of lands 
proposed for acquisition. This disclosure should include the type of manazenent 
activity required and its projected costs to U.S. citisens for: 390 




















6. (contimed 
a. reforestation of logred, or burned, iands, 
b. restoration of watershed quality, including riparian restoration, road re- 
construction, maintalnence, reclamation, or road obliteration, 
c. restoration from past or current sining, 
4. restoration from rast or current livestock erazine. 


7. The EIS should disclose the trve of manarement class.fication pror-sed acquisi- 
tion lands would fall under. Again, this should be done on & “unit dv unit® Sasis 
(ee: timber croduction, wildlife habitat emphasis area, <cesirnat ted o old erovth, 
livestock/rance manavement, riparian habitat conservation area/fisheries, minine 
operations, etc.). The EIS should also disclose any potential chanees in the 
percentace of acres unde- each manacenent catacory from pre-processed exhance to 
post-exchanre status. ‘“hanres in habitat/ecolorical quality should also be dis- 
closed as well, 


The EIS should disclose fully and accurately the actual projected costs to the 
publi: of this proposed land exchanee. Such disclosures should inclade: 

1. costs of surveys and 4nalyvis, 

2. costs of EIS preparation, 

3. costs of that proportion of personnel salaries which covers the time spent on 
land exchange preparation or related work, 

ue all subsidies to, and cost-share arreenents with private and commercial ren- 
tures involved in the proposed land exchanre should be completely disclosed 
in the E- 


S. The EIS should disclose the profit-seeking motivations behind the land exchanre 
on the part of private commercial and corporate enterprises both initiating and in- 
volved in the proposed land exchanees. The EIS should disclose, as accurately as 
possible, the dollar amounts of profits to be realized by the varicus comercial 
enterprises* from this proposed exchanre of public and priwate lands. (*enterprises 
such as: Clearwater Land Exchange, Clearwater Pealty, Poise Cascade, Louisiana Paci- 
fie--or those currently owning L.°. lands, Darryl Slsen-realtor, etc.). 
Correspondence between some of the businesses mentioned above and the ®.L.¥., 
recieved by our oreanization in a freedom “f Information Act request {to help with 
our ongoing investieation), has raised significant concerns regarding the potentially 
high costs to the public (both monetarily as well as in wildlife habitat loss) 
which could result from this proposed land exchanre. The correspondence we have re- 
cleved evidences the corporate-welfare trpe subsidies requested by some commercial 
ventures for surveyine and other preparatory costs, as well as the clearly profit 
motivated commercial nature of these wentures’ initiation and interest in the pro- 
posed land exchanre. 











1). Lastly, the attempt +o consolidate wildlife habitat into significant blocks 
may be potentially beneficial, if: 

a. connecting habitat corridors are maintained so that wildlife do not become 

genetically isolated, and ec L>at dispersal habitat is available, 

b. the land is ecoloeically cared for and wildlife viability is protected. 
Consolidation should not, however, be achieved br sarsificing “isolated parcels* 
of viable wildlife habitat--<or ov exchancing ol< growth forest habitat for logred- 
over industry/private lands. Civen the current contimuine decline of many wildli‘e 
species--fros salmon, bulltrout, and many amphibians, to eoshawk, neo-tropical 
mierant birds, and wolverine—it is imperitive that detrimental extractive manacenent 
practices be curtailed. Pecoveriaz natural habitat and viable wildlife and fisheries 
populations must be elven the priority so essentially needed today. As such, the 
SIS for this proposed protect should explore and analyze other alternative methods 
for acquiring privately held lands of exceptional habitat vwalue--or methods of work- 
ing with private owners tc protect and restore wildlife and fisheries habitat. 


ur project herein requests, as they become available, the following land exhance 


srs Sect inforra* iors 


Le 8,8, /s) . 

2. watershed analyses, 

3, stand exass, 

ue copies of photo documentation of proposed *rarcels® habitat quality, 
» Wildlife, fisheries, and sensitive plant surveys, 

4. “unit--or parcel*® blue-line (or other) topographical layout maps, 

« restoration needs and priorities of proposed acquisition lands. 


For the Wild, for the future!, 
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February 18, 1998 


Mr. Dick Cosgriffe, Area Manager 
BLM District Office 

P.O. Box 550 

Prineville, OR 97754 


Dear Mr. Cosgriffe: 


On December 30, 1997, Mr. Jim Lauman, Regional Supervisor, 
Northeast Region, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, 
provided input on the draft EIS (DEIS) for The Northeastern 
Oregon Assembled Land Exchange (NOALE) and proposed Resource 
Management Plan (RMP). It appears that portions of this 
letter may have been misinterpreted. Thus, I am writing 
this letter to clarify comments made in the Northeast 
Region's initial response. 


First of all, I want to reiterate that the Northeast Region 
supports Alternative 1 because of benefits to the fish and 
wildlife resource and improved public access to federal 
land. However, we believe this proposal may have some 
shortcomings. If some flexibility exists as to which 
parcels can be retained in public ownership and still allow 
the BLM to implement Phase 1, the Northeast Region would 
like to have those parcele with high fish and wildlife 
resource values or existing public access retained in public 
ownership. We have prioritized our comments in order of 
highest to lowest concern. 


Our primary concern remains the proposed disposal of 
Columbia Basin shrub-steppe/grassland habitat type in the 
Juniper Canyon (UM75). Rational for retaining the Juniper 
Canyon parcel is found in the Department's December 30 
letter (page 1, par. 2). We can not support disposal of 
this parcel of shrub-steppe/grassiland habitat. 
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Mr. Dick Cosgriffe 
February 18, 1998 
Page 2 


Of the different habitat types found in northeast Oregon, 
forested habitats with old-growth characteristics, especially the 
dry forest types, are the most limited. Several wildlife species 
dependent on old-growth forests are experiencing population 
declines; therefore, many have been listed on the BLM's or the 
Department's sensitive species lists. We do not necessarily 
believe that every parce: with old-growth forest characteristics 
must be retained in public ownership (December 30 letter; page 2, 
par. 3). However, we would like the BLM to reconsider retaining 
some of the 68 parcels (2,914 acres) with old-growth forest 
fied for exchange. Although the DEIS (Appendix A, Table A- 
indicates thst sonc parcels cont2ir epecies on the 
Department's and BLM's sensitive species lists, we believe that 
neufficient information is provided to enable us to evaluate 
parceis for fish and wildlife resource values. The larger 
e) sre probably most important to old-growth dependent 

— ‘ However, we bel eve small parcels (<10 acres) may also 
provide important refugia fur Jensitive Species and other species 
e., fungi, arthropods) that have interdependent relationships 
th ther Refugia will be important to maintain until forests 
git id-growth haracteristics are restored 50-100 years from 
now under the proposed preferred a.terative (Alterative 4 of 


. > = 
sis rate efi 


-“— ¢ 
3¢ . . 
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Appendiy B in the DEI rteins estimated acres of BLM forestland 
witt i-growt! harecteristics identified for exchancde. Has a 
Da malysis beer onducted to determine whether these 
parce) re " proximity to each other or USFS iands that are 
. ~G maneged «as old-growth forest now or will be managed as old- 
jrowth in the future? How many acres of old-growth forest are on 
pr ste ther publi lands contiguous to these BLM parcels? 
now intensively have these old-growth forest parcels been 
inventoried tor abundance of cavity-nesting birds, bats and other 
vertebrate species dependent on old-growth forest and found on 
°° : : t's om BLA’ sensitive species iists? 


}. tated ir sr December 130 letter (page 2, par. 2), we do not 
believe that the BLM should retain most parcels that border on 
xther publi lands. Since one of the reasons for the NOALE was 
to improve sccess to public lands, it seems inconsistent to 
exchange those parcels which border USFS or state properties 
which do not currently have restricted access. We suggest that 
the BLM conduct additional analyses on fish and wildlife habitat 
values and public access of those parcels adjoining other public 
lands and then reconsider retaining those parcels with high fish 
and wildlife values and public access for recreational use of 
these lands. 
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Mr. Dick Cosgriffe 
February 18, 1998 
Page 3 


In our meeting with Mr. King Williams (Clearwater Land éxchanc 2) 
on Wednesday, February 11, Northeast Region staff obtained a much 
better understanding of details of the land exchange, especially 
clarification of transferable assets (i.e., timber, land) used to 
facilitate the NOALE. We also found out that if BLM land parcels 
are obtained by private landowners the new property owners may be 
able to purchase the timber on the parcels from the company 
obtaining the right to harvest the timber. Again, we believe 
more incentive will exist for better fish and wildlife resource 
management decisions on those parcels if the landowners also own 
the timber on their property (December 30 letter; page 3, par. 
2). 


Thank you for the opportunity to allow the Northeast Region to 
Clarify comments made in our December 30 letter. Again, we 
support Alternative 1 and believe that major benefits to the fish 
and wildlife and recreational users of the resource will occur 
when Phase 1 is implemented. Please contact me at (541) 963-2138 
if you have any questions concerning our comments. 


Sincerely, 


} “4 

U 

Craig’Ely 

Acting N.E. Regional Supervisor 


c. CTWSIR 
CTUIR 











n petting! , Desert Association 
/. oe | 


FAXED ‘ 

































































- ny 
December 41. 199 
Jim Hancock. Distnct Managc 
BLM 
Box ‘ss 
Prineville. OR 97754 
Dear Ju 
Re NE Ores Assembied Land bachange 
We are writing im genet ypport of the preferred alternative (Alternative |) of the proposed land 
exchange. We would. however. rhe to see a more thorough evaluation of old growth torest 
i+ tT md tu ‘ =. iT} . 

[her « COnmcemn We Want to call to vour attention. Vvur map shows several small parcels of 
ma able tor exchange on the vecenity of Pone Creek. near Clarno. As you know. the Warm 
Spring irites tray ec puiring i Pine Cr k Ranch through BPA nmutigation funds im order to 

r_ store the anadromous tishery on the Pene Creek watershed. We believe a 1s important for BLM to 
retaun thosc lands wethen the houncdarves cy the proposed Ping ( reek Ranch ACQUISITION If vou need 

amap of the boundaries. j ntact Terry Luther at the Warm Spriggs itsh and Wildlife 
1) ¥ se \? 
Thanks fos sont | nportant proyect’ We hope that we can continue to support BLM 
lamaged landscapes and enhancement of 
~ | ys —— 
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MAILHIEUIR : 
Cory 


Timber Operators, Inc. 


P.O. box 928 * Joka Day, OK 97845 * (541) 575.2781 © FAX (541) 575. 2808 
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Dick Coagriffe, Area Manager December 31, 1997 
BLM Disirict Office 

PO Box 550 

Prineville, Oregon 97754 


We support the preferred alternative proposed in the DIS for 
Northeastern Oregon Assembled Land Exchange (NOAI.F) fo the 
following reasons: 


© Scattered parcels identified for dispwsal by BLM are small and 
inaccessible to the public, while the lauds identified fur acquisition form 
larger blocks of greater value which will be easicr for BLM to manage 


* Under the preferred alternative, more furceUand in larger blocks i« 
being acquired than is being traded Under this altcrnative, there will le 
ereatcr opportunity for BLM to manage public resuurce cust effectively 


© The DEIS identifies a greater number large trees being acquired than 
being disposed of, which is a benefit to 151.M in managing for wildlife 
species dependent on large diametcr trees 


© Scattered old-growth identified for disposal is incidental to the quantity 
of old growth habitat being retained anu the approximately 699 acres in 
larger tracts being acquired under this alternative 


° More than 140 iviles of perennial streams and non-perenmal streanis 
will be acquired under the proposed alternative providing public 
ownership of habitat for indigenous fieh and wildlf 


© Thapusal of scattered, interspersed public rangelands and the ability of 
landuwners to acquire Uhese tracts wil! sirnplify public and privat, 
management and remove the temptation of the public to ircspane 
thereby reducing the public- private landowner conflict Acquisition by 
41.M of larger, more manageable tracts will assure greater public access 


© The result of implementation of the preferred alternative will be an 
infusen of timber inte the marketplece, efficient management of timber 


aid jnugeland, ucceased avcess Ww public janis 


Sincerely, 





Protecting Industries Now Endangered Post Orice Box 99 


John Day, Oregon 97845 


























December 26, 1997 
lo 1M District Office 
PO) Box $50 
Prineville, Oregon 97754 


Attention Dick Cosgrffe. Arca Manager 
re Northeast Oregon Assembled |_and xchange. Draft Environmental Impact Statement 


Protecting Industries Now Endangered ( PINE } 1s a grassroots organization consisting of 
individuals and businesses within Grant County that work tovether to maintain and improve our 
life stvle and the industries now and im the future that support us and our lifestyle: We have been 
active in the community for nearly a decade and will continue to work to build a socially and 
economically viable economy that 1s based on sound environmental principles 


We support the preferred alternative as proposed in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(DEIS) for the Northeastern Oregon Assembled Land | xchange (NOALF ) for the following 


reasons 


1) The scattered parcels sdentified for disposal bw the 181M wathin this alternative are 
small and primarily imaccessible to the public, while the lands identified for acquisition 
form larger blocks which will be of greater valuc to the public and casier for the 161 M to 


mana ve 


2) The DETS nots out that there 1s actually more forestland bemy acquired by the Ib] M 
than 1s being given up and cach parce! bemg acquired 1s larger than those being disposed 
of by the BI.M. so there will be a greater opportunity forthe government to manage th 
public tember resource more cost eflectively for the benefit of the wildlife and the 


poople 


3) There 1s identified mn the DEIS a greater number of acres of large trees berg acquired 
than there 1s being disposed of, which should be a benefit to the 161.M on attempting to 
manage for wildlife species that are dependent on these larger trees It 1s noteworthy that 
the private sector hes actually managed for these larger trees resulting in forestland 
capable of providing for the needs of wildlife as well as other commodities 


4) The scatiered old growth that 1s .dentified for disposal being in a few small tracts ts 
incidentai to the quantity of old growth habitat that was retained in this alternative. the 
approximatcly 600 acres in larger tracts that 1s being acquired and the hundreds of 


“Working Toward Wise Multiple Use Of Public Lands” 


338 








thousands of acres that are currently set aside within the adjoining national forests In 
fact, we find the preferred alternative 1s sensitive to the comments of some of the public 
who indicated a concern for old growth habitat, in the retention of many of the potential 
disposal tracts that contained larger stands of old growth. 


5) We also find the preferred alternative to be consistent with some of the publics desire 
10 acqu're sensitive mparian areas for maintenance and improvement of fishenes 
including those that are threatened and or endangered This 1s evident in the acquisition 
of over 70 miles of perennial streams and another 70 miles of non-perenmal! streams that 
will be acquired by the BL.M_ The acquisition of these streams will provide habitat under 
public ownership for all species of fish including those that are threatened and ‘or 
endangered. 


6) The disposal of the scattered range tracts that are within the ownership of many of the 
areas ranchers and the ability of these landowners to acquire the ownership and control 
of these tracts will not only simplify the ina: agement of these tracts but will remove the 
temptation of the public to trespass, thereby reducing the public- private landowner 
conflict, while the acquisition of larger more manageabie parcels of public lands will 
assure a greater degree of public access. 


7) The exchange as proposed in the preferred alternative will provide the commuritics of 
this region with access to a supply of previously maccessible timber from the scattered 
disposal tracts While under public ownership this tember was in such inaccessible and 
small scattered tracts that management extremely difficult and harvest would have been 
very expensive [he private timberland that the BI_M 1s acquiring has for the most part 
been unavailable for utslization of the resources duc to public land use restrictions that 
limited the options Therefore the net result 1s an infusion of available tember into the 
marketplace tha’ comes at a time when the economy of this rewnon desperately needs 


Respecttiully 


, Mas 


Mae Jeanett | lenning 
Secretary. PINI 








BLUE M7. LUMBER PRODUCTS, LLC 


POST OFFICE BON Tel 
PENDLETON, OREGON 97801 
541-276-404 
541-276-3913 FAN 
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December WM). 1997 : 


Dick Cosgrifite i 
\rca Manager 

BLM Prineville District Office 

PO. Box 580 

Prnesille. Or 97754 


RE: Dratt EIS tor The Northeast Oregon Assembled Land Exchange 


Dear Vir ( serilic 


[hank sou for the opportunits to respond to the draft ETS for The Northeast Oregon 
\ssembled | and xchange 

In revicwrng the draft EIS. Alternative 3 appears to us to have the most benefits to the 
veneral public. Therefore we support Alternative 3. an offer the following statements in support 


t \lternative 3 with some suggested changes 


tirst. on the .ssue of timber resources. You state that with Alternative 3 there will be no 
change anticipated on the commercial forest base capacity. while with Alternative | there would 
he a loss on avatlable commercial timber tor harvest mm the short run and a possible increase in 
mber over the long run duc to the merease in forested lands 


We are potential purchasers of commercial umber. Any boss in available timber for 


vest would be harmiul to us it would also be harmtul to the taxpayers of this country Decaus 
of lost amber sale recermts Your figures. on Alternative | - Phase |. undicate a loss of 15 mm 
rom the 11 NT tember o its You did mvt widress the reduction this would caus mn th 
wal tober sale prowram. but. however small thes reduction muight be. t would be harmtul to 
kL ' mn 
\iterriatinve *. ma Tip Marien Milh mo chatwe anti Wrated in) the Commercial honest hus 
Uranc rt houwld not chanwe the annual 11 Vi timber sale program and thus poses noe harm to u 


(on the large tree component tissue we are neutral, bul would like to point out an apparent 
h waist Alternative 3 on this wsuc Although mn Alternative } vou retain all ac cape 
with a large tree component. plus gam another 370 acres, the ETS mn several places (page 10) 
(Comments. page 114 - Forestlands) states that‘ large trees remaining on private lands would 
have ereater potential to be harvested’. [his statement may of may Pl he truc. It appears to hx 
purposely put inte the EIS to cloud the fact that Alternative 3 os far and away the best alternative 
lor lave tree retention. Although Alternative | does have a gain of 699 acres of large tres 
component you readily admit en page 39 & 49 that, as least on the John Day basin where most of 
the land exchange lays. ie disposed forested land with a large tree component contains near!) 


Iwice as many large trees per acre as the acquired forested land 








It ts apparent to us that Alternative 3 is by far the best alternative for large tree retention, 
and you should emphasize that. 


On the issue of old growth habitat we are also neutral. but see the loss of nearly 528 acres 
in Alternative | compared to a gain of 70 acres in Alternative 3 as a big plus for Alterative 3 


On the issue of fisheries. throughout the EIS it is assumed that BLM ownership of 
nipanan habitat. and anadromous & resident fish sticams. would be better then private ownership 
in reality, urless some management activity ts implemented to improve the nparian habitat 11 
doesn't matter who owns the habitat or stream if they are left to their natural processes. It ts 
hinted in the EIS. as on page 111, that mparian habitat restoration work will have to be done by 
the BLM. However. in neither Alternative | or Alternative 3 ts 1 spelled out what this restoration 
work will be. Nor ts there a cost estimate. It is quite apparent that Alternative 3 will have a 
substantially less price tag for nparian habitat improvemen: then Alternative | 

We encourage you for Alternative 3 to spell out your management activities to improve 
the nparian habitat and do a cost estimate of this activity 


We would again like to raise the issue of export log restrictions and nonsubstitution of 
lederal umber for exported legs. We raised this tssue during the scoping process and although 
we appreciate your response on page || we are not satisfied with i 

Ihes exchange ts a purchase. It 1s being handled by a facilitator. who could be called a 
broker, who ts handling the exchanging. selling and buving of the parcels. There will no doult be 
a tee naid to the facilitator for this service. This ts not a simple exchange. The trarsfer of 
government assets in this process should be subject to federal laws. There ts a federal law 
harring exporting of logs purchased form the federal government or substitution of timber 
purchased or acquired trom the federal government in place of exported logs. We think this law 
should apply to tumber in this exchange 

As for your response that ‘Restnetions _.. would reduce thei (land) value and vers lhels 
nullity thew exchange opportunities .... . this timber ts suppose to be aprraned with comparable 
sales wan't it? Besides. the timber values mn this comparabie sales where probably appraised on the 
domestic log market anyway. As we see tt the umber will stull have all it's potenual valuc 

We urpe sou to require compl ian ¢ with the export restriction and nonsubstitutron rule: 
and laws under 443 CER 2200.0 ~ O44) 


lhank vou apain wr this Opypertunits to comment on the dralt LTS. 1 vou have any 
questions about our comments | would be more than willing to clarity them for vou 


Respectiully Submitted 
Hiue Mt. Lumber Products, 114 
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td Pearson 
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riffe, Area Manager 

e BLM District Manager 
Post. Office Box 550 

Prineville, OR 97754 


Dear Mr. Cosgriffe: 


The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Northeast Oregon 
Assembled Land Exchange (NOALE) Our review was conducted pursuant to 
our responsibilities under the National Environmental Policy Act 

NEPA) and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, which directs the EPA to 


review and mment on all teJeral EIS’s 

We are rating this draft £C-2 (Environmental Concerns Insufficient 
Information at neerns are based on potential water quality and 
riparian habitat impacts, loss of Columbia Basin shrub-steppe habitat, 
ind ] : id growth forest hab.tat Additional information is 


juested t jescribe the potential impacts to riparian functions and 
lescribe and evaluate in more detail the shrub steppe habitat and 


jrowth habitat properties and functionc that could be potentially 
“we appre ite the opportunity ¢t provide ements on this draft EIS 
exp.anat f the EPA rat 3 system ior draft EIS’s is enclosed 
: r reference This rating and a summary of EPA's comments will 
* UL 4 yedg > re x . + , ; if y A nave any quest ions ab ut 
mmer' p.e@ase ntact Jugith Leckrone inf ir Geographic Unit at 
Sincerely 
— 7 
-_ 
/ r 7 
hidth Jalwos 
-y H.ck Parkin, Manager 
“~ fheographic implementation Unt 
Er< 7. ; iTres 
be ‘ari Scheeier, CTUIR 


Rick Kepler, ODEQ 


© renee on tecyetet Pacer 











U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
Review Comments 


U.S. Department of Interior 
Bureau Of Land Management (BLM) 


The Northeast Oregon Assembled Land Fachange (NOALE) 
and Draft Environmental Impact Statement 


December, 1997 
Columbia Basin Shrub Steppe Habitat 


Alternative One (the Preferred Action) proposes to dispose of an estimated total of 5,193 acres of 
Columbia Basin shrub steppe habitat, over 2000 acres of which comprises the area known as 
Juniper Canyon in the Baker Resource Area. It has come to our attention that many other 
agencies, organizations, and individuals, including the Confederated Tribes the Umatilla Indian 
Reservation (CTUIR), have requested that the BLM not dispose of Juniper Canyon and change 
its tenure to private ownership. All of the concerned entities are represented by environmental 
specialists knowledgeable about Columbia Basin shrub-steppe habitat and all have asserted that 
Juniper Canyon is ecologically valuable and should be kept in federal managemeni. 


in addition, a perennial stream runs through Juniper Canyon which has been identified by the 
Oregon Depart ‘sent of Environmental Quality as a s..eam segment of concern for dissolved 
oxygen, flow modification and temperature and is under consideration for listing as a Clean 
Water Act Section 303(d) water. (Waters listed by the stte pursuant to CWA Section 303(d) are 
recuired to have Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) developed to bring the water into 
compliance with state water quality standards.) The EIS does not provide enough information to 
determine how the change of tenure to private ownership would affect the water quality in 
Jumper Canyon. 


In light of the almost unanimous objections to the disposal of Juniper Canyon by state and tribal — 
agencies as well as several environmental organizations, the EIS is relatively silent on the 
specific issues and values of Juniper Canyon. The final EIS should include a separate and casily 
identifiable discussion about Juniper Canyon that includes, but is not necessarily limited to the 
following information: 

- a habitat and species analysis 

- an analysis of c/wrent water quality and mpar.an quality 

- a discussion of the cultural and ecological \ alues of the canyon 

- a detailed descnption of existing grazing and agncultural management practices in and 

around the canyon by the adjoining landowner or lessee 

- reasonable foreseeable consequences to ecological values and functions, especially 

water quality and habitat, of the preferred alternative 

- how negative ecological effects of the preferred alternative would be mitigated either 

on-site or by the acquisition of shrub steppe lands of equal or greater value 











Old Growth Forest Habitat 


The Final EIS needs to clarify the difference between “Forest lands Containing Large Tree 
Component” and ‘Old Growth Forest Habitat.” It is unclear in the DEIS how they differ and 
what habitat values are associated with lands that have a large tree component and whether they 
really are old growth forests but have been “redefined” as large ree componert to avoid 
controversy. 


While the acquisition by BLM of larger blocks of forest land might eventually lead to large 
blocks of old growth habitat, we are concerned about the cumulative impacts of the loss of 
existing old growth and lands with “large tree components.” As pointed out on page ‘10 of the 
DEIS, only 10-15% of the old growth forests remain in castern Oregon and “The loss. of 1,127 
acres in Phase | would add to the cumulative reduction in old-growth forests in caste Oregon.” 
Asserting that the BLM administers only a small percentage of old growth as compared to the 
Forest Service does not relieve BLM of its responsibility to administer and manage its old 
growth habitat. 


To better assess the benefits of proposed old grow*h habitat proposed for acquisition, the Final 
EIS should include the average size of the parce!s that include old growth habitats and iarge tree 
componeat. 


Water Quality 


The DEIS lacks adequate analysis of possible water quality impacts from the various alternatives. 
Water quality impacts, such as increased pesticide and fertilizer runoff into streams due to 
potential conversion to agncultural uses, should be discussed where applicable. This analysis 
should augment the evaluation of fisheries impacts and should discuss waters, if applicable, that 
have been listed by the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality on their CWA Section 
403d) list of impaired waters as well as waters identified as stream segments of concern. 
Contact Ricl’Kepler at Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (503-229-6804) for more 
information about these waters 








December 1, 1997 


Dick Cosgriffe c 
Bureau Of Land Management 

P.O. Box 550 

Prineville, Oregon 97754 


Dick Cosgriffe, 


I am writing to you concerning the September 1997 (NOALE) and 
Environmental Impact Statement. I am a recreationalist that 

uses the Rudio Mountain area of Grant County on a regular basis. 
There are two areas that I am concerned about. The first one 

is in the area of Cold Springs specifically in T11S R27E in 
Sections 21, 22 and 23. I think the BLM should retain all of 

the public land around Cold Springs and try to obtain the private 
lands in the area and block it together to the large parcel 

of public land to the West. 


My second area of concern is in the Baker City Gulch area 
specifically in T!12S R27E in Sections 20 and 28. I do not think 
the BLM should dispose of the section of public land that hes 
Franks Creek Road running through it. This is a important public 
access road. The section also touches a very large parcel of 
public land on two corners and gives public access part of “ue 
way up Baker City Gulch. I think that you should try to acquire 
private lands in this area and block them up to the public lands 
that we alrcady have. 


I think the BLM should reconsider trading ail of these parcels 
of public land and attempt to acquire more land in these areas 
because they are high in Wildlife Habitat and recreation 
opportunity. 


Ver, Truly Yours, 
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Siqnature « 


Merle |. Kidwell — 





56166 N.W. Wilson River Highway 





Forest Grove, Oregon 97116 





P.S. This letter is Seing miled to you by Certified Mail No. P 361 765 585. 
I request that this letter be inciudad in the public comment file for the Sep. 
1997 (NOALE) & EIS and that (his letter be made ava) lable for pblic review 
in its entirety. 
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Dick Cosgriffe an aiyyy 
Bureau Of Land Management ie 
P.O. Box 550 vas 
Prineville, Oregon t 








Dick Cosgriffe, 


In the September 1997 publication of the (NOALE) and the 
Environmental Impact Statement in Chapter 3 on Page 47 I am 
reading about public access on Rudic Mountain. It states that 
the BLM has an easement up Holmes Creek Road from the west which 
is currently interpreted to apply to administrative use only. 


In March of 1997 the Regional Solicitor issued an opinion 
concerning public access specifically on Holmes Creek Road and 

I feel that this opinion definitely defines Holmes Creek Road 

as a Public Access Road. I feel this error needs to be corrected 
as soon as possible. Holmes Creek Road is one of the most | 
important public access roads on Rudio Mountain. 


If there has been any other opinion issued since the one dated 
March 27, 1997 concerning Holmes Creek Road perhaps you could 
furnish me with a copy. I would appreciate a rapid response 

to this letter so I will know why it is printed in the September 
1997 publication of the (NOALE) and EIS that access on Holmes 
Creek Road is for administrative use only. 





This letter is a public comment regarding the September 1997 
publication of the (NOALE) and EIS and I want it to be considered 
as such and made available for public review. 


Very Truly Yours, 





hf - | 
Pike fy PY ibe wll 4190 


Signature’ Date 





Merle J. Kidwell 





58166 N.W. Wilson River Highway 





Forest Grove, Oregon 97116 





P.S. This letter is peing mailed to you by Certified Mail No. P 361 765 585. 
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PUBLIC COMMENT REGARDING THE SEPTEMBER 1997 (NOALE) AND EIS 


I an semting you this statement to serve as oy pblic coment with reercss to te Ste ber 
1997 publication of The Northeast Qream Assembled Land Exchange (NALE) and The Ewirorertal 
Impact Statement. I an semding you this statement before the deadline of Decenter 16, 1997. 


I am a member of the poblic with a stron interest in the pblic las in the Roto Mortain 
area Of Gant Ganty. I unterstand that it is your intentim to disms of certain pblic lass 
in this area. By ad thronh this statement I wish to voice ny abjectioss to the digm=al af 
certain parcels of pblic lad described as fhllas: 


AREA NOD. 1: Several parcels of phblic lami located in TIS RZZE in Sctioss 21, Bai Bin 
@ area @ Roto Montain better kmoun as the Gold Quins area. 

AREA NO. 2: Parcels of lad losted in T1235 RZ in Sectio’s ZF a WS in &M ares tte kon 
@s Baker City Gilch. 


I hereby fimmly dbject te ay land ectersss thet will result in the dismosal of ay pblic 
lan located in th: aress Gsorubsd above. These pblic lass @e very impertat tore fi 
recreational purposes and for nmeny other reasoms ad I believe thet they sould rem|in in philic 
Qwnexstip. It would mot be in the best interest of the poblic if these laws wre pt itd 
Ooivate awership. I request that you aren the September 1997 (NOALE) ad EG inchotin tte 
macs to show thet the awe scribes pblic lass will be retains) in pblic owersip. 


TD better serve the pblic I hereby reasst thet you attempt to amuire mivete lars in tte 
areas described as follas: 

AREA ND. A: The Gold Sorimss aves off Roo Mountain. I rensst that you attempt to anure 
poivate las in TIS RZZE in Sctior’ss 21, 22, 3B a 28 a Dox them wh tt the hee dick 

of public lard to the West in the Qnfloer Flat area. 

AREA ND. Bs The Baker City Gilch ove. I requsst thet you attemot to aire privete lads in 
TI2S R27E in Sectioss 17, 19 a @ = that you cm block them wp to te hee Dock of phlic 
lad located next to it. 

AREA NO. Ce The Holmes Creek Poss aren. [ hereby react treat you attempt to amuure tte moivete 
lag in T10S R2 in Secticm 6 were Holmes Creek Ros meets Hichway 19. This perce! of lami 

is necessary to amplete tte nblic acess mute om hiss Cex Re. 

AREA ND. Dz The Sunflower Flat area. I hereby reqvest thet you attempt to ammire sveral parcels 
af poivate lad in this ares @seibss 55 fallas: 

1. TIGS R26 Sectim 33 Tex Iot 3100. 

2. TI1S R2GE Sectim 10 Tax Iot 1900. 

3. TIS R26E Section 24 Tex Lot 3900. 


I hereby request that this statement be inches in th Ablic Qmmet Fille fo the Sotett= 
1997 (NOALE) a EG ard thet tms statement be me averiadle for poblic inspection in its 
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EXHIBIT NO. 11 











December 8, 1997 


Ron Lane 

Bureau Of Land Management 
P.C. Box 550 

Prineviile Oregon 937754 


Ron Lane, 


t aM writing to you today concerning the proposed land trades. 

In the September 1997 issue of the (NOALE) & EIS it clearly 
marks the lands that the BLM will obtain in Phase 1 of the trade. 
In regards to the lands that the BLM offers for disposal it 

only shows it as a total. It does not show what parcels will 

be disposed of in Phase 1. 


I would like you to furnish us with a list of the parcels that 
will be disposed of in Phase *. I have had several people contact 
me with concerns about the lands on Rudioc Mountain. Back in 
September of 1996 I had a conversation with you concerning the 
landlocked land on Rudio Mountain. You sent me a map Getaiiing 
the parcels that tne BLM would retain to trade for private land 
on Rudio Mcuntain inside the gone 1 outlines. If there has been 
any change in the lands retained to trade on Rudico Mountain 

we would want to be notified immediately. 


Another question that we would like you to clarify is if a 
private landowner has a parcel of BLM land landlocked with no 
public access, just administrative access and he does not want 
to trade or buy the parcel of public land could it be offered 
for sale or trade to someone else or does it have to stay in 
public ownership? 


A short letter in response would be greatly appreciated. Thank 
you. 


Very Truly Yours, 


? 7 * ge 
/ 4 © “ 
pole Kidlell othe 
Signature ge ent 
~ a" ° rn “\\ 
v +\, 
e 


Merie J. Kidweil 





58166 N.W. Wilson River Hwy. 





Forest Grove, Oregon 97116 _ 





Phone Or Fax: (503) 359-4098 





P.S. This letter is being mailed to you by Certified Mail No. P 361 765 585. 
I request that this letter be included in the public comment file for the Sep. 
1997 (NOALE) & EIS and that this letter be made available for public review 


in its entirety. Thank you. 


pn) 
mA, 











Ron Lane 

Bureau Of Land Management 
P.O. Box 550 

Prineville, Oregon 97754 


Ron Lane, 


I want to thank you for your detailed letter of 12/10/97 
answering the letters that I sent to you. The one area that 

I might not of made myself clear on is the area in Baker City 
Gulch on Frank Creek Road. My main concern is Section 20 which 
has Franks Creek Road running through the corner of it. Even 
though Section 20 has only a small segment of Franks Creek Road 
in it every piece of road that we can own both sides of reduces 
the chance of landowner confrontations along a public access 
road. 


My biggest concern is that Section 20 gives us public access 

up Baker City Gulch Road approximately three quarters of a mile. 
This gets us within three quarters of a mile of the large block 
of public land that runs from Sheep Gulch clear to the top of 
the mountain. The Sheep Gulch area has no interior public access 
road. If iess than a section of Section 17 could ke acquired 

it would complete the only public access road into this large 
area. 


Even if this area can not be obtained now I feel that Section 
20 should be retained to inspire future acquisitions in this 
area. If the situation arises that we never gain any land in 
Section 17 the three quarters of a mile of public access up 
Baker City Gulch Road that we currently own is worth keeping 
as it is a valuable resource area that is high in wildlife 
habitat and recreation opportunity. 


This letter is a public comment regarding the September 1997 
publication of the (NOALE) and ETS. I want it to be considered 
as such and made available for public review in its entirety. 


Thank you once again. 


Very Truly Yours, 








pale Je Mala” lisa 


Signature 


Merle J. Kidwell = 





58166 N.W. Wilson River Highway 





Forest Grove, Oregon 97116 
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In your letter of December 8, you requested a list of the tracts 
identified for disposal in Phase One. At the present time we have 
not identified which tracts wiil be traded. This cannot be done 
until the EIS is finalized and appraisals are compieted to 
determine the value of the tracts. Only then do we have the 
information necessary to list the tracts needed to equalize th 
value of the lands being acquired. 


we oan Pnturaih pl assure you that most of the lands in the area of 
Rudi untain will be retained to trade for other lands on Rudio 
Satara and that there has been no change regarding our intent to 
trade for iands on Rudio. Additionally, this is the only way we 
could complete a trade with the anJoaning landowners, because they 
want the public land in the Rudio Mountain area, not somewhere 


he iands on Rudio Mountain in no 
r will be made. 
r that trades are completed only with 
: at the present time we have not been able to 
agreement with the private land owner involved on Rudi 


+0 eet 


= 
, 
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You also asked for clarification of a situation wherein a piece o 
brublic land identified for disposal is landlocked by the priv 
land owner and where that land owner does not wish to equ: 
tract, would it be offered to someone else. At this poin 
exchange I would say that tracts in these types of situation 
be traded. However, I also hold out the exception t! 
ain tract is key tc making the exchance work, n 
n £ the exchange proponen However, even in 
ad not be offered to the general public for sale. 
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Ron Lane 








PUBLIC COMMENT REGARDING (NOALE) AND EIS So 
‘s 


Harry R. Cosgriffe 
Prineville District BLM 
P.O. Box 550 

Prineville, Oregon 97754 


Harry R. Cosgriffe, 


In reviewing the September 1997 publication of the (NOALE) and 
the Environmental Impact Statement and the attached maps we 
discovered several smail parcels of private land that are not 
marked for acquisition. These parcels are very important for 
public access and also to block together large parcels of public 
land. These parcels are located in the Rudio Mountain area and 
are described as follows. 


There are two 40 acre parcels in the Branson Creek area that 

are the only private land in the entire area and they are 
completely surrounded by public land. These two parcels are 
described as follows: 

The first Branson Creek parcel is located in T10S R26E Section 
33 Tax Lot 3100; 

The second Branson Creek parcel is located in T11S R26E Section 
10 Tax Lot 1900: 


There is a 160 acre parcel of private land on Sunflower Flats 
that is surrounded on three sides by public land and it has 
several access roads crossing through it. This parcel is located 
in T11S R26E Section 24 Tax Lot 3900: 


There is another parcel of private land that is located in 
TI1S R26E Section 1 that has not been marked for acquisition 
that should be acquired and included in the land trades. 


We believe that these parcels of private land need to be acquired 
for the public if these iand trades take place. It is our 
understanding that the landowner is already involved with the 
land trades in this area and all of his other lands in this 

area are marked for acquisition. Perhaps these 4 parcels were 
just overlooked but whatever the reason was for leaving them 

out we believe that these parcels of land are a very important 
part of the (NOALE) and that if you are exchanging lands in 

this area then these parcels need to be acquired for the public. 


One more parcel of land that is not marked for acquisition but 

is absolutely mandatory for access up Holmes Creek Road is the 
parcel that lies next to Highway 19 at the bottom end of Holmes 
Creek Road. You are trying to acquire lands all the way up Holmes 
Creek for public access and the parcel adjoining the highway 

was overlooked. This parcel of land is located in TI0S R26E 
Section 6 where Holmes Creek road meets Highway 19. How can 

the land exchange possibly help public access problems when 
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such an important parcel of land is overlooked? This parcel 

of land is owned by a different land owner than the other parcels 
described above. It is mandatory that you acquire this parcel 

of land in the land trades. 


On September 16, 1997 we had a meeting with Dick Cosogriffe and 
members of his staff at the Prineville BLM District Office. 
During this meeting we were shown the map that was to be part 

of the (NOALE) and FIS. We noticed at that time that all of 

the above described parcels were not marked for acquisition. 

We expressed our deep concern to Dick Cosgriffe and others at 
the meeting and we were told by Dick Cosagriffe that he would 
check into the problem and let us know why these lands were 

not marked for acquisition. As of this date we have not received 
an answer from Dick Cosgrifte regarding this. 


We hereby request that you amend the map and the legal 
descriptions included in the (NOALE) and the EIS to show that 
all of the above described parcels of land will be included 
for acquisition. 


Also attached to this letter and marked as EXHIBIT NUMBER 1 
THROUGH 5 are public comment letters that we sent to you during 
the EA period for the proposed Northeast Oregon Assembled Land 
Exchange. On September 12th & 14th of 1996 we forwarded to you 
92 Public Comment Forms that were signed by individuals voicing 
their concerns with the land exchanges in the Rudio Mountain 
area. We are not enclosing these 92 forms at this time but we 
want to remind you that they are to be made a part of the public 
record regarding the September 1997 publication of “he (NOALE) 
and the EIS. These 92 public comment letters were mailed to 

you by certified mail and marked as such with the certified 

mail numbers typed on each letter. 51 of the letters were marked 
with certified mail number P 875 215 624 and 41 of the letters 
were marked with cervified mail number P 556 810 640. 


We hereby request that this letter including all attachments 
marked as EXHIBITS NUMBER 1 THROUGH 5 and all 92 of the public 
comment letters that we sent to you in September of 1996 are 
to be included in the public comment file for the September 
1997 (NOALE) and EIS and that they are to be made available 
for public inspection in their entirety. This letter including 
all attachments are being mailed to you by certified mail ard 
marked with certified mail number P 361 765 585. 


Sincerely, 


“+ “a 7 
Vande en. VAR. 


Kathleen Kidwell & Date: NOVEMBER 25, 1997 
Friends Of Rudio Mountain 

58166 N.W. Wilson River Highway 

Forest Grove, Oregon 97116 


























PUBLIC COMMENT REGARDING (NOALE) AND EIS a: 


Harry R. Cosgriffe ak 
Prineville District BLM 

P.O. Box 550 

Prineville, Oregon 97754 


Harry R. Cosgriffe, 


In reviewing the September 1997 publication of the (NOALE) and 

the Environmental Impact Statement and the attached maps we 

found that you have more than a entire section of public land 

marked for disposal in the area of Baker City Gulch. This is 

located in T12S R27E in Section 20 & Section 28 in the vicirity 
of Rudio Mountain in Grant County. This parcel of land connects 
in 2 corners to a very large parcel of public land that you | 
wiil be keeping in public ownership. This particular area is 

very high in recreation value. Another major factor in favor 

of keeping this parcel is that it has a major and top quality 

public access road (Franks Creek Road) running through it. This 

is very important for public access especially in this area 

which already has very little or no public access. 


In September of 1996 during the public comment period for the 
EA regarding these land exchanges we forwarded to you by 
certified mail approximately 100 public comment letters each 
signed by different individuals regarding land exchanges that 
may take place in this area. All of these people and more will 
object if you intend to dispose of these public lands. 


We firmly believe that these parcels of public land need to 

be retained in public ownership for access purpcses and for 
blocking together public lands. If you dispose of these parcels 
of public land you will also be disposing of public land and 
roads that are crucial for good public access to public lands. 


We feel that you should try to acquire the private iands in 
T12S RZ7E in Sections 17, 19 and 29 so that you can add more 
public land and better access to the very large block of public 
land that is already located next door to it. 


We hereby strongly object to any land trades that may take place 
that will remove any public lands in this vicinity from public 
ownership. We hereby reguest that you amend the maps and the 
legal descriptions included in the September 1997 (NOALE) and 
the EIS to show that the above described public lands will be 
kept in public ownership. 


We request that this letter be included in the public comment 


file for the September 1997 (NOALE) and EIS and that this letter 
should be made available for public inspection in its entirety. 
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This letter is being mailed to you before the December 16, 1997 
deadline for public comments by certified mail and marked with 
certified mail number P 361 765 585. This letter is being mailed 
to you along with other Public Comment Letters from The Friends 
Of Rudio Mountain which are dated 11/25/97 and 11/28/97 along 
with several attachments and they are all marked with the above 
mentioned certified mail number. 


Sincerely, 
Aen Wdwea? 


Kathleen Kidwell & Date: November 26, 1997 
Friends Of Rudio Mountain 

58166 N.W. Wilson River Highway 

Forest Grove, Oregon 97116 
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PUBLIC COMMENT REGARDING (NOALE) AND EIS 


Harry R. Cosgriffe 
Prineville District BLM 
P.O. Box 550 

Prineville, Oregon 97754 


Harry R. Cosgriffe, 


After thorough examination of the September 1997 publication 

of the (NOALE) and the Environmental Impact Statement and the 
attached maps we found that you have certain public lands marked 
for disposal in the area of Cold Springs which is located in 
T11S R27E in Sections 21, 22 and 23. This is located on Rudio 
Mountain in Grant County. These parcels of land are next to 

a very large block of public land that will remain in public 
ownership. This area of Rudio Mountain is very important for 
recreation, hiking and hunting purposes. It is also an area 

of Critical Wildlife Habitat and Big Timber. These public lands 
are a very popular hunting and hiking area for a large number 

of people that have a very strong interest in the public lands 
on Rudio Mountain. In September of 1996 during the public comment 
period for the EA regarding these land exchanges we sent to 

you via certified mail approximately 100 public comment letters 
each signed by different individuals regarding land exchanges 
that may take place on Rudio Mountain. All of these people plus 
many more will object to the land exchange if you dispose of 
these important public lands. 


We firmly believe that these parcels of public land need to 
remain in public ownership for a number of reasons. If you 
dispose of these parcels of public land vou will be taking away 
historic and traditional hunting grounds from the general public 
and putting it into private ownersiip. This will create major 
problems in this area. This is a quality wildlife area and it 

is only right that the public should be allowed to enjoy this 
land. It should not be put into private ownership. 


We hereby reyguest that you attempt to acquire the private lands 
in T11S R27E in Sections 21, 22, 23 and 28 and block them 

up to the huge block of public land to the West. This would 

be a much more reasonable deal for the public in that they would 
gain more of this quality area rather than lose that which we 
now have. 


that will remov@any$public lands in this vicinity from public 
ownership. We hefeby request that you amend the maps and the 
legal descriptions included in the September 1997 (NOALE) and 
the EIS to show that the above described public lands will be 
kept in public ownership. 


We hereby renova object to any land trades that may take place 
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We request that this letter be included in the public comment 
file for the September 1997 (NOALE) and EIS and that this letter 
should be made available for public inspection in its entirety. 


This letter is being mailed to you before the December 16, 1997 
deadline for public comments by certified mail and marked with 
certified mail number P 361 765 585. This letter is being mailed 
to you along with other Public Comment Letters from The Friends 
Of Rudio Mountain which are dated 11/25/97 & 11/26/97 along 

with several attachments and they are all marked with the above 
mentioned certified mail number. 


Sincerely, 
KD lttem Khur200, 


Kathleen Kidwell & Date: November 28, 1997 
Friends Of Rudio Mountain 

58166 N.W. Wilson River Highway 

Forest Grove, Vregon 97116 
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PUBLIC COMMENT REGARDING (NOALE) AND EIS 


Harry R. Cosgriffe firs 
Prineville District BLM & - 
P.O. Box 550 


Prineville, Oregon 97754 


Harry R. Cosgriffe, 


After examination of the September 1997 publication of the (NOALE) and 
Environmental Impact Statement we have found that there is a mistake and 
the wrong information hss been printed in Chapter 3 on Page 47 regarding 
public access on Rudio Mountain specifically on Holmes Creek Road. The book 
reads “The BLM also has an easement from the west via Holmes Creek road; 
this easement is currently interpreted to apply to administrative use only”. 
This information is incorrect. On March 21, 1997 the United States Department 
Of The Interior, Office of the Solicitor issued a legal opinion regarding 
public access on Holmes Creek Road. This opinion represents the BIM's legal 
position concerning public use of Holmes Creek Road in that it is a public 
access road used to access public lands in the Rudio Mountain area. The BLM 
is in fact defending public access over Holmes Creek Road in U.S. District 
Court at this present time. 


Holmes Creek Road currently is and always has been a major and important 
public access route to public lands on Rudio Mountain for over forty years. 
You need to correct this mistake as soon as possible. 


We hereby firmly object to the language in the September 1997 publication 
of the (NOALE) and EIS that defines Holmes Creek Road as an administrative 
use road only. We hereby request that you amend the language in the book 
to state that Holmes Creek Road is a major public access route to public 
lands in the Rudio Mountain area. 


This letter is being mailed to you along with other public comment letters 
from us before the December 16, 1997 deadline for public comments by certified 
mail. This letter is marked with certified mail number P 361 765 585. 


We request that this letter be included in the public comment file for the 
September 1997 (NOALE) and EIS. We also request that this letter be made 
available for public inspection in its entirety. 


Sincerely, 
Sat evn Kid Oh 


Kathleen Kidwell & Date: se 
Friends Of Rudio Mountain _ 
58166 N.W. Wilson River Highway 
Forest Grove, Oregon 97116 




















PUBLIC COMMENT REGARDING THE SEPTEMBER 1997 (NOALE) AND EIS 


I am secing you this stateert to serve 25 oy pic comet with recess & te Setete 
1997 publication of The Northeest GQrexm: Asentbled Ladd Scterce (NALE) acc Te Swirorestal 
Inpect Statemert. I an serting you Chis statemert betre te deeilire cf Decor 16, 1997. 


I a a member of the mblic with a stor interest in the pblic lacs in te Adio Mirmain 
area Cf Gort Corty. I uwdeestard tet it is yor intertio to disoom of attain pblic lacs 
in tts area. By ad trom this sates I wish to voice ny @jetios to te dareml c 
Certain parcels of phlic lad decribed 2s Slices: 


AREA NO. 1: Several parcels of philic lad looted in TS RZ in Sctios 21, Qa Z in 
@ aea co Roto Mortain better kon as the Cold Grins ae. 
AREA NO. 2: Parcels of lad looted in TS RZE in Sctios D ad @ iin mM aes tte oon 


as Baker City Gulch. 


I hereby ficnly coject to ay lad ecterces tet will result in te dispomal cf ay prilic 
lass locate? in the ares Geet) atone. Tree xlic lars are very perrtat to 
recesticral oxposes ad fr sey other reeecrs ad I believe that tey gould mrmin in ptlic 
OWerstip. It would rot be in the best interest cf the plic if these lacs wee pt it 
Private cwersitip, I request that you amerd the September 1997 (NCALE) ad ES ircicirs te 
mens to gow Cat the ave Gectbed ablic lacs will be retained in pblic overstap. 


d 
“ 


D better serve the ablic I heey request that you attempt t acuire private lacs inte 
arees described as follos: 

AREA NO. A: Toe Cold Sims am: cf Rico Mortain. I reqest tet yo: attert \ acuure 
frivate lars in TS RZE in Sctics 21, 2, B ad @ ae Dc Che wt te ee bck 

cf pilic lad to the West in te Srflcer Flat an. 

AREA NO. Bs The Baker City Gulch ares. I recest that you attet to acuire private lacs in 
TIZ RZ in Sections 17, 19 acd @ @ thet you on block them wp to te hee ole cf : 
lad located nec to it. 

AFEA NO, C The Holves Cooek Rod aoe. [Eo herety regest tet you ater t anu te pve 
lad in TGS R2E in Secticn 6 were Holmes Comex Rood meets Hictay 19. This prvel cf lac 

is necessary to complete the oflic acess mite co Holmes Cex Ro. 

AREA NO. D: The Sunflower Flat aren. I hereby repest thet you attett to acuire sxeral orceis 
cf private lad in this ame Goce ow lcs: 

1. TIS RAG Secticn 33 Tex lot 3100. 

2. TIS RQ6GE Secticn 10 Tex Lot 1900. 

3. TMS ROG Section 24 Tex Lot 3900. 


I heweby request thet this statemrt be include?) in the Riblic Comet File Sr te Satwwerter 
1997 (NCALE) ao ESS ad thet this statemert be mace available fr pblic ipepecticn in its 








q@tirety. 
AAs Aidupob 1A} ie} 
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PUBLIC COMMENT REGARDING (NOALE) AND EIS 


Harry R. Cosgriffe 
Prineville District BLM 
P.O. Box 550 

Prineville, Oregon 97754 


Harry R. Cosgritfe, 


With regards to the September 1997 publication of the (NOALE) 
and the Environmental Impact Statement. We are concerned with 
the Rudio Mountain area of Grant County. We feel that you should 
try to acquire the private lands in T11S R27E in Sections 9 

and 16 so that you can add this land to the large block of public 
land that is located to the West. This area is very high in 
recreation opportunity and it is excellent wildlife habitat. 

If you are successful in blocking up public lands in this area 
it would be in the best interest of the public to acquire these 
two areas of private land because they contain a major access 
road that will be necessary to link public lands together. 


We hereby request that you attempt to acquire the above described 
private lands in the proposed land exchange. 


This letter is being Faxed to you from Legend Hill at Fax Number 
{503) 359-4098 before the December 16, 1997 deadline for public 
comments. We request that this letter be included in the public 
comment file for the September 1997 (NOALE) and EIS and that 
this letter be made available for public inspection in its 
entirety. 


Sincerely, 
Jae e Aiken, 


Kathleen KiGwell & Date: December 15, 19397 
Friends Of Rudio Mountain 

§8166 N.W. Wilson River Highway 

Forest Grove, Oregon 97116 
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December 9, 1997 


Harry R. Cosgriffe 
Prineville District BLM 
P.O. Box 550 

Prineville, Oregon 97754 


Harry R. Cosgriffe, 


We are sending you several public comment forms that have been 
Signed by individuals regarding the September 1997 publication 
of the (NOALE) and the Environmental Impact Statement. These 
peopie are concerned with the Rudio Mountain area in Grant 
County. 


Each statement has been marked with an exhibit number. There 

are 28 Exhibits enclosed. They are being sent to you by certified 
mail before the December 16, 1997 deadline for public comments. 
Each statement is marked with Certified Mail Number P 361 765 
585. 


Please include all of these statements in the Public Comment 
File for the September 1997 (NOALE) and EIS. All of these 
statements should be made available for public inspection in 
their entirety. Thank you very much. 





Sincerely, 
Kathleen Kidwell & FEN 
Friends Of Rudio Mountain f 
58166 N.W. Wilson River Highway S£. > C. 
Forest Grove, Oregon 97116 &isSS ce 
$725° 
&. F »_ 

















ve’ » Qnoenber 12, 1997 


Harry R. Cosgriffe 
Prineville District BLM 
P.O. Box 550 

Prineviile, Oregon 97754 


Harry R. Cosgriffe, 


We are sending you additional public comment forms that have 
been signed by individuals regarding the September 1997 
publication of the (NOALE) and the Environmental Impact 
Statement. These people are concerned with the Rudio Mountain 
area in Grant County. 


Each statement has been marked with an Exhibit Number that will 
begin with Exhibit NO. 29 to follow suit with Exhibit No. 1 
through 28 that were sent to you by Certified Mail Number 

P 361 765 585 on December 9, 1997. Please include Exhibit No. 
29 through Exhibit No. 59 with the ones described above. 


There are 31 Exhibits enclosed. They are being sent to you by 
Certified Mail before the Decenber 16, 1997 deadiine for public 
comments. Each statement is marked with Certified Mail Number 

P 464 505 726. 


Please include all of these statements in the Public Comment 
File for the September 1997 (NOALE) and EIS. All of these 
statements should be made available for public inspection in 
their entirety. Thank you very much. 








Sincerely, Pj 











Kathleen Kidwell & 


MSTRICT RAYGER 








Friends Of Rudio Mountain 








58166 N.W. Wilson River Highway {HELD SERV'TES 





Forest Grove, Oregon 97116 } 
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December 15, 1997 


Harry R. Cosgriffe 
Prineville District BLM 
P.O. Box 550 

Prineville, Oregon 97754 


Harry R. Cosgriffe, 


We are sending you additional public comment forms that have 
been signed by individuals regarding the September 1997 
publication of the (NOALE) and the Environmental Impact 
Statement. These people are concerned with the Rudio Mountain 
area in Grant County. 


Each statement has been marked with an Exhibit Number that will 
begin with Exhibit NO. 60 to follow suit with Exhibit No. 1 
through 59 that were sent to you by Certified Mail Number 

P 361 765 585 on December 9, 1997 and again by Certified Mail 
Number P 464 505 726 on December 12, 1997. Please include Exhibit 
No. 60 through Exhibit No, 74 with the ones described above. 


There are 15 additional Exhibits enclosed. This will make a 

total of 74 public comment Exhibits that we have sent to you 

for this public comment period. They are being Faxed to you 

from Legend Hill at Fax Number (503) 359-4998 before the December 
16, 1997 deadline for public comments. 


Please include all of these statements in the Public Comment 
File for the September 1997 (NOALE) and EIS. All of these 
statements should be made available for public inspection in 
their entirety. Thank you once again. 


Sincerely, 
, 7 & 
c : 
Jaen AO 22Q 
Kathleen Kidwell & 
Friends Of Rudio Mountain 


58166 N.W. Wilson River Highway 
Forest Grove, Oregon 97116 
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December 23.1997 


Harry R. Cosgrifte 

Area Manager 

Prineville District, BLM 
P.O. Box 55C 

Prineville. OR 97754 


Re NOALE EIS 
Dear Mr Cosgpriffe 


The Oregon Chapter of the Sierra Club supports Oregon Trout's position with respect to the 
Northeastern Oregon Assembled Land Exchange we support the Preferred Alternative. 
Ahernative #1, the transfer of the acquired iands in the North Fork of the John Day River to the 
US Forest Service tor future management and encourage Phase | of the transfer to be finalized 
without any further delays 
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To explore, enjoy and preserve the nation's forests, waters, wildlife, and wilderness... 
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BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
NORTHEAST OREGON ASSEMBLED LAND EXCHANGE 


RETURN TO : Penny Dunn, Area Manager RECEIVED 
Bureau of Land Management 
3165 10th Street DEC 6 1997 
Baker City, Oregon 97814 SRE Se MwuceueN 


PLEASE PROVIDE ANY COMMENTS REGARDING THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
STATEMENT: 
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Representing. Gar Airwalwg NN aweh Ine. 


We appreciate your comments. For more information, please contact Steve Davidson 
at 541-523-1256 
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Dice 26", 1997 
2139 Colorado Place 
Baker City, Oregon 97814 
RECEIVED 
Penny Dunn, Area Manager 
Bureau of Land Management JAN 02 1998 
3165 10” Street BALA WO MWUCEIEN 
Baker City, Oregon 97814 OR 


RE: Northeast Oregon Assembled Land Exchange 


Dear Ms. Dunn: 


Concerning the proposed NOALE, | would voice my support of Alternative One, the 
preferred alternative. The best way for me to explain my support for this proposed land 
exchange ts by sharing with you my recent experience hunting for cow elk in the South 
Sumpter unit, and not being able to get access to BLM lands. 


The South Sumpter unit for the anterless elk hunt is more or less south of the Unity to 
Durkee public road, west of I-84, and north of the Baker county line. In the cow elk 
hunting unit it is a combination of private ranch lands and BLM administered lands with 
a small scattering of Oregon State lands. As I planned my hunt and contacted private 
landowners | found that numerous ranchers are now leasing out the hunting nghts on 
their lands and one would only be allowed to hunt for a fee I, in general, do not oppose 
fee hunting, but many of these ranches which were leasing out hunt nghts have various 
BLM land parcels within their property lines, and the general public could not get access 
in to hunt. I should point out that numerous scattered BLM parcels that are scheduled for 
exchange in Alternative One, but are not scheduled for exchange in Alternative Three, 
are in areas that are for fee hunting only 


Although my support for Alternative One is most easily illustrated by my recent cow elk 
hunt, | also see several related resource management issues that would offer both the 
private land owners and public agency charged with managing public land strong reason 
to support Alternative One. The maximum amount of public beuefit and good would be 
achieved by cleaning up the gerrymander pattern now existing on BLM managed lands in 
scattered 40's, 80's, etc and blocking up the existing larger BLM lands, sav in the 
Lookout Mt( Pleasant Valley), Pedro Mt., Table Rock and Rye Valley, Keating, or Rudio 
Mt (Holmes Creek) areas 


Additional benefits to the public from the NOALE would be gained by lower land 
administration cost, blocks of land allowing the practice of rest rotation grazing 
management and easier property lines to maintain. In terms of improving the forest and 
range environment, these larger blocks of public lands would allow the BLM to 
reintroduce prescribed burning. Also various lands due to be blocked up and put under 
BLM administration do have perennial streams located on them Ass in the chase of 
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Holmes and Rudio Creek directly feed into the John Day River which has both Salmon 
and Steelhead. I personally preferred the BLM to have these lands under their 
jurisdiction as the BLM has on staff trained wildlife biologist to assist in those wildlife 


species management. 


Some environmental activist may try to stop this land exchange by appeals and lawsuits. 
Their claim might be that the public will be giving away standing trees, but from my 
experiencing with land exchanges, the 3“ party timber inventory makes sure that all 
parties are properly accredited for their umber values on their land holdings. I hope that 
you and BLM stand your ground and reject their appeals. The scattered 40’s and 80's 
they are complaining about are all but impossible for the BLM t» properly take care of 
The general public would be greatly benefited by have continuous block public land that 
they would have access to and have professional management conducted on for 
recreation, wildlife, grazing, and timber values. There ts little value for the general 


public in having public lands that are all scattered out in 40°s and 80's. 


For these above reasons | strongly support the proposed land exchange NOALE. Thank 
you for this opportunity to express my personal support for the preferred Alternative One. 


Yours very truly, 


Pk $. abersen 


Arvid Andersen 























GENERAL COUNCIL 
and 
BOARD OF TRUSTEES 


CONFEDERATEDTRIBES 


of the 
Umatlhla Dudiau Resewation 
PO. Box 638 


PENDLETON. OREGON 97801 
Area Code 541 Phone 276-3165 FAX 276-3095 





Jamary IF: 1 


Mr James L. Hancock 
Mr. Ed Singicton 
Prineville BLM Distnct Office 


7 ar *. 
S050 NE 3rd Ss 


Pnnevillc. OR 


Dear Sirs 


| would like to thank vou for sending your staff out to mect with our new Board of Trustees and for the 
brncfing on NOALE We would like to take this opportunity to summarize our mecting with you and our 
comments on the Draft EIS 


As Armond Minthorn indicated in the mecting, we do not believe that the existing MOA between BLM 
and the CTUIR anticipated the complexity of the issucs of the ongoing land exchange. We would like to 
resolve these short comings in the future, possibly with an amendment of the MOA. However, we 
recognize that we must functionally address the issucs in a shoricr time line. As such, we suggest that a 
letter of agreement be draficd that outlines interm measures and process that will assure adequate Tribal 
input and review of future phases of the land exchange Thi: would serve as the basis for future revisions 
of the MOA as it pertains to land exchange or other “land tenure adjustments”. Further discussions will 
be required to identify and address other arcas of the MOA that may need updating and revision. We have 
directed our staff to begin this cffort with you as time permits 


The Preferred Alternative of the Draft EIS continues to include ewchange lands that the CTUIR believes 
are unsurnable for disposal As we discussed. the lands in the Jumper Canyon arca represent ccologicalls 
and culturally significant values that make i unsuitable for inclusion in the extsting phase of NOALE. It 
was our onginal understanding the these lands would only be considered in future NEPA review 

However, your recent letter to Carl Schecler of our staff (Ref 8011) clearly undicates that these lands have 
been included in the phase | NEPA cvaluation in as much as they will not be retained in federal ownership 
solcly because of their Columbia Basin shrub-steppe values 


The CTUIR ts working in cooperation with state and federal agencies in the Region to protect Columbia 
Platcau shrub-steppe habitats. The Juniper Canyon lands represent some of the best and largest contiguous 
tracts of Federally owned Columbia Plaicau shrub-steppe in Oregon and lic adjacent to Corps of 
Engincers lands that the CTUIR ts proposing for inclusion in the Northwest Power Planning Council 's 
(NPPC) Wildlife Mitigation Program. As we indicated in past correspondence and mectings. we believe 
the BLM lands would make a considerable addition to our cfforis to establish an on-site and in-kind 
mitigation for shrub-steppe habitats impacted by the hydro system development We are in final 
negotiations with the Corps to Icases their holdings for this purpose and invite the BLM to partner with us 
as well. We are interested in investigating with the BLM and adjactnt land owners, the possibility of a 
local land exchange that would address some of the BLM's concerns about public access and 
manageability of the propertics However, any such exchange would need to preserve the cultural and 
wildlife hatutat values of the arca. You will be receiving a formal request for your cooperation in this 
effort when we finalize our lease agreement with the Corps 


TREATY 


JUNE 9, 1855 # CAYUSE, | 
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In our review of the individual exchange tracts with staff and General Council, we identified relatively 
few properties of concern. The small tract adjacent to I 84 near the Blue Mt. Summit at Kamela (UM62) 
and a 160 acre parcel (UM29} adjacent to Wanaket Wildlife Mitigation Arca ncar McNary were noted 
The Kamela tract was noted for its importance as a legal access from the | 84 Right-of-Way to hunting 
arcas on Forest Service Lands that are otherwise extremely hard to reach. The tract next to Wanaket 
would make a good addition to that Mitigation Arca through a partnership with the Tribes. Under such 2 
scenario, management funds would be provided by the BPA under the NPPC’s Fish and Wildlife 
Mitigation Program and the day to day management would be conducted by our cxisting Mitigation Arca 
staff. 


We understand the compicx nature of the NOALE and appreciate your willingness to work with inc 
Tribes on these issues. Our staff will be sending a more formal proposal for inclusion of the Wanakct tract 
and the Juniper Canyon tracts into the NPPC Mitigation Program in the near future We look forward to 
any technical updates on existing tracts and information on new additions io NOALE as they become 
available. 


ei att 


Chairman, Board of Trustees 
ce: BOT, DNR, File 








Appendix E 


Comments and Response to 
Comments 


Comments About Alternatives 


A-1 Respondent 15 requested that the BLM structure exchange to avoid the 
extensive logging of important headwater areas. 


Response 


Maintaining many of the isolated parcels in headwater areas would not meet the 
purpose and need of consolidating BLM lands into larger more manageable units. In 
addition d'sposal of these parcels is necessary to obtain the large amount of timbered 
and riparian habitat available for acquisition, some of which will consolidate BLM 
holdings in headwaters and some will consolidate BLM lands along rivers and 
streams 


A-2 Respondents 17 and 26 supported Alternative 3 because it would preserve 
old growth and preserve the commercial forest base capacities. 


Response 

See response to A-3 to address old growth concerns. Because the exchange may 

create access to isolated timber stands it is likely that the regional timber supply would 
rease 

A-3 Respondents 15 and 17 argued that the net loss Old Growth is out of 

keeping with the desired policy of maintaining Biodiversity, including the 

integrity of the O.G. forest. 

Response 

The analysis cited in response to comments E-1, E-2, E-5, E-6. and E-8 supports the 

consolidation of BLM holdings to maintain diversity and maintain the integrity of old 

growth forest over the long term 

A-4 Respondent 22 indicated a discomfort with giving up land with fishery 

values where little or no specific acquisition plans have been developed, esp. 

Grand Ronde and Powder River Basins. 


Response 


Before any public land is disposed in the Grande Ronde or Powder Basins. private 
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Appendix E 


land would be offered in exchange for that public land. The BLM would examine the 
private land and prepare an Environmental Assessment to determine if there are any 
significant environmental impacts associated with that part of the exchange. Refer to 
the “Exchange Procedures” section. 


Because the “target acquisition zones” and other lands desirable for acquisition 
contain streams with fishery habitat a net increase in fishery and nparian habitat is the 
likely result of this project. See also the response to Comment P-10. 


A-5 Respondents 6 and 22 requested that the BLM not Dispose of land adjacent 
to other public lands. (see Comment Letter 22 in appendix -- for listing of 
parcels) 


Response: 


Maintaining ownership of these parcels would not meet the purpose and need of 
consolidating BLM lands into larger more manageable units. In addition disposal of 
these parcels is necessary to obtain the large amount of timbered and nparian habitat 
available for acquisition 


A-6 Respondent 6 argued that Alternative analysis does not provide clear basis 
for choice. 


Response 


The EIS includes a range of Alternatives that address the issues developed during the 
public scoping process including incorporating in Alternative 3 suggestions to retain 
certain parcels in BLM cwnership 


A-7 In response to a request for an evaluation of the impacts of the Preferred 
Alternative on anadromous fish the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) 
replied, “It appears that the preferred alternative would provide significant 
benefits for anadromous salmonids. Stream and riparian habitat acquired 
through the exchange wouid likely be afforded more protection than they 
currently receive under private ownership.” 


Response 


The the stream and riparian habitat can be acquired only through the exchange of 
upland parcels and a few small parce! containing ripanan habitat currently managed by 
the BLM. it is assumed that NMFS recognized this situation and concurrs that the 
benefits of the exchange for steelhead and salmon outweigh the potential adverse 
impacts. See responses to comments A-1, A-4, and A-5 
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Comments Concerning Affected Environment 

C-1 Respondent 22 noted that in the description of the Powder River Basin, “li 
seems inappropriate to devalue riparian wetland conditions because they have 
been degraded by management practices. A more appropriate question would 
be: What is the potential of these areas?” 

Response 

The text does not devalue nparian areas managed by the BLM. The text referred to 
(DEIS. p. 82) is a description of the existing condition on many BLM parcels with 
stream segments. 

C-2 Respondent 22 noted that Bull trout are not extinct in upper Middle Fork 
subbasin as indicated in the DEIS. Bull trout are found in Big and Granite 
Boulder creeks as well as Clear Creek. 

Response 


Text in FEIS has been clarified, with inclusion of most recent bull trout distribution data 
(Status of Oregon's Bull Trout, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, 1997). 

C-3 Respondent 22 noted that “the good condition of Kahler, Parrish, Rock, 
Aider, and Cherry Creeks is an overstatement...’ 

Response 

Text in FEIS has been clarified to say “Good habitat conditions for steelhead and 
redband trout exist in Bridge and Horseshoe Creeks. Kahler, Parrish, Rock, Alder, 
Cherry. Thirtymile and Butte Creeks have marginal habitat for steelhead and redband 
trout 


Comments About Effects Analysis 


E-1. Respondents 6 and 8 asserted that the effects analysis is inadequate 
concerning late successional old growth ponderosa pine and wildlife. 


Response: 


The BLM documents the importance, and limitations, of small isolated old growth to 
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support viable populations of wildlife species (See DEIS pg. 51.52,109,110.111) 
Respondent 6 cites “Most of the remaining LOS forest on the Eastside is highly 
fragmented, reducing its ability to support the basic needs of LOS-associated species” 


The BLM discloses information throughout the document on the benefits of obtaining 
larger blocks of land for wildlife species and forested habitat, and the potential impacts 
to those species and associated habitat on disposal lands. See DEIS Wildlife 
Habitat/Old Growth Habitat: pp. 43,51,52.109,110,111 Forestlands: pp. 
108.112,114,119,125,128. 


See response to comment E-6. 


E-2. Respondent 6 asserted that in the EIS the BLM made an inadequate factual 
analysis of the public interest values at issue, because it failed to disclose and 
include the wildlife and Ecosystem values of the public parcels. 


Response: 


The BLM does disclose and include in the EIS, wildlife and ecosystem values of public 
parcels. See discussions under Wildlife Habitat on DEIS pages 33, 34, 43, 51 and 52 
See Chapter 3, “Wildlife” in “Common to all Basins” and for each of the four basins in 
FEIS. Ecosystem values of disposal parcels are discussed throughout the affected 
environment chapter. 


E-3. Respondent 23 commented “we would like to see a more thorough 
evaluation of Old Growth forest resources in this and future land 
exchanges | 

Response: 


See responses to comments E-1, E-5. and E-6 


E-4. Respondent 27 requested that the difference between “Forest containing a 
large tree component” and “old growth Forest” be clarified. 


Response: 


Clarification has been added to the beginning of Chapter 3. "Terms Used in this EIS’ 
Also See response to Comment E-6 


E-5. Respondent 27 commented that on p. 110 “asserting that the BLM 
administers only small percentage of old growth as compared to the Forest 
Service does not relieve BLM of its responsibility to administer and manage its 
old growth habitat.” 


Final Els - 1998 - 421 


“23 














Appenaix E 


Response: 





Stating that the "BLM administered land considered for disposal that have old growth 
comprise only .5 percent of old growth in the basin" was not meant to diminish the 
responsibilities of the BLM to administer and manage its old growth habitat. The BLM 
oid growth habitat for phase 1 is on 38 parcels which are scattered across 4 counties 
and 26 townships. The average size of these phase 1 parcels is 30 acres, ranging in 
size from 6-100 acres and 24 of the 38 parcels are 30 acres or less in size. As 
asserted in the response to Comment 2 the habitat value of these small blocks of Old 
Growth is marginal given the habitat acreage requirements for many Old-growth 
dependent species. 


Because about 600 acres of old growth can be acquired in Phase 1, the net reduction 
of old growth forestlands managed by BLM would be 527 acres, not 1,127 acres as 
Stated in comment letter. In Future Phases, approximately 2,019 acres of BLM 
managed old growth habitat (on 55 parcels) would be disposed. About 270 acres of 
old growth would be acquired in the John Day Basin. Since acquisition lands in the 
Umatilla. Grand Ronde, and Powder Basins have not been determined acquisition of 
old growth has not been estimated for these basins. 


As stated in the DEIS (p. 112) under Forestiands, the isolation and scattered public 
land ownership pattern makes these parcels extremely difficult to manage. Without 
management or fire treatments, overstocked forest stands may become less vigorous 
and more unhealthy due to vegetative competition. Lack of fire would perpetuate 
these conditions until another process (such as disease, insect outbreak, or wildfire) 
kills much of the stand. Such an event would further reduce the function of these 
scattered old growth stands. The fact that the BLM could acquire old growth habitat tn 
larger blocks of contiguous public land, plus land with large trees that could potentially 
be managed for old growth habitat would make efficient ecosystem management 
practices much more feasible. 





E-6. Respondents 6 and 8 asserted that the analysis of old growth habitat and 
forestlands with large tree component is inadequate. Respondent 6 noted that 
the standard of 10 trees per acre to indicate old growth characteristics conflicts 
with the Forest Service Standard of 8 trees per acre and consequently would 
result in an underestimation of the amount of old growth stands that would be 
lost as a result of the disposal of BLM lands. 


Response 


See response to comments E-1 and E-5 for the response to assertion that the 
analysis is inadequate. 
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Appendix E 


The EIS (pg. 26) states that the U.S. Forest Service Region 6 Interim Old-Growth 
Definitions are used as guidelines for ponderosa pine and mixed conifer forests. It 
also states that most of the BLM administered tracts classified as having old growth 
are the drier, ponderosa pine dominated type (pg. 52). 


Some primary characteristics of old growth identified in those guidelines are discussed 
in the EIS (pg. 26). Tne characteristics that were discussed were taken from BOTH 
the Interim Old Growth Definition for the Ponderosa Pine Series AND the Interior 
Douglas Fir Series. Further clarification is as follows: The 8 or more large trees per 
acres came from the Interior Douglas Fir Series. Since most of the tracts classifies as 
having old growth on BLM lands are the drier, ponderosa pine dominated type, the 
Interim Guidelines for the Ponderosa Pine Series will be discussed in greater deta 


The Interim Old Growth Definition for the Ponderosa Pine Series incluaes: 


1) that the minimally acceptable number of large trees per acre in order for low 

productivity sites to be classified as old growth is 10 trees per acre greater than 21" 

dbh. and at least 150 years old. The typical range of trees for this site is 15-25 trees 

greater than 21" dbh per acre. 

2) three snags greater than 14 inches dbh per acre and/or 10°. of stand with spire 

tops 

3) down woody material: typical range is 3-6 pieces at least 12 inch dbh and 8 feet 
long 

4) number of tree layers: typical range 1-2 

5) shrub and herbaceous componert: typical range 20-40 percent canopy cover 

6) Amount and size of gaps and openings 


Thomas (1979) also defines an old growth stand as one having: 


1) at least 15 trees per acre over 21 inches dbh 

2) at least 0.5 snags per acre over 21 inches dbh 

3) two or more canopy ‘ayers 

4) reart rot and other signs of decadence 

5) overstory canopy closure of 10-40 percent 

6) shrub-sapling layer with canopy closure of over 40 percent 
7) 5 and 6 combined exceeding 70 percent 

8) logs obvious on the ground 


The BLM took the following approach when defining those disposal lands with old 
growth characteristics. A standard of 10 trees per acre 21° dbh and greater with at 
least 40°. canopy cover was used as a baseline for determining the number of old 
growth acres. All Phase 1 parcels having a large tree component (any parcel with at 
least one tree 21° dbh) were evaluated for old growth characteristics using wildlife 
inventories. The wildlife inventorncs indicated that some of these parcels should be 
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included as old growth, even though they did not meet the ten 21° dbh trees per acre 
and 40 percent canopy closure standards. Some examples are parcels G2. G3, G88. 
G197, W1, W2, W5, W8, W10, and W17. The same procedures will apply for future 
phases. 


Since there is no wildlife inventory data for acquisition lands, forest inventory data was 
used in calculating cld growth acquisition acres. Only acres with at least 10 trees per 
acre 21° dbh or greater and a canopy closure of 40-69°. were used in determining this 
figure. No acres with less than 10 trees per acre 21 dbh or greater were included. 
Therefore, it is possible that more stands with old growth characteristics would be 
acquired than is estimated. 


E-7. Respondent 6 asserted that more logging would occur under Alternative 1 
than if no action were to occur. Remote BLM lands can be profitably logged 
when under private ownership. “Hammered” private lands that have been “high 
grade logged" by private owners will be logged by BLM. 





Response 


Tne BLM disclosed in the DEIS (p.17) that timber harvesting on disposal timber tracts 
would occur as a reasonably foreseeable future action. In the absence of acquisition 
by the BLM tt ts likely that private lands would be subject to logging. 


Management’ of the lands considered for disposal by the BLM has involved 
consideration of wildfires that may spread to surrounding private lands. protection of 
wildlife and fishenes habitat. unmarked or unsurveyed boundaries of adjacent 
properties. lack of legal public access to BLM-managed lands, and trespass situations 
that occur when the public attempts to use public lands that are intermingled with 
private lands 


The BLM is mandated to manage iandscapes for a multitude of public values. 
including (but not limited to), wiidlife anc fisheries habitat, recreational opportunities, 
public access. timber production, livestock forage. watershed tunct:on, ard cultural 
resource protection. In most situations managing large biocks of public land provides 
greater resource benefits and !s more efficient than managing multiple sniall blocks of 
land (see DEIS pp. 5-7, 108-139 and FEIS. Ch. 4). Upon completion of the exchange 
a management plan will be developed for acquired lands that incorporates Best 
Management Practices guided by Pacfish. science from ICBEMP, and direci:or from 
the Jonn Day RMP, Two Rivers RMP. Baker RMP. and the John Day River 
Management Pian (in development). 





E-8 Respondent 16 asserted that "the BLM should be examining the ecologicai 
effects of site conversion from forest lands to grassland which is very likely on 


424 - Northeast Oregon Assembled Land Exchange 








Appendix E 


the tracts they are planning to trade away.” 
Response: 


Forest lands that are exchanged into private management will be subject to Oregon 
State Forestry Practices Act regulations. These forest practice rules specificaily 
require private landowners to replant harvest units within 24 months, unless a written 
plan for natural reforestation has been approved by the State Forester (Oregon 
Department of Forestry Forest Practice Administrative Rules, 629-610-040(3). January 
1997). These requirements are in place to prevent the conversion of timber lands to 
grasslands after harvest. 


Any forest land which ts capable of annua! wood production of at least 20 cubic feet 
per acre at culmination of mean annual increment (Cubic Foot Site Class VI or better) 
shall be subject to the requirements of the reforestation rules (629-610-010/(1)) 


E-9 Respondent 6 asserted that "the DEIS fails to analyze the effects on wildlife 
of eliminating rangelands.” 


Response: 


Sections addressing the effect on rangeland wildlife habitat have been added to 
Resource Impacts Common for all Basins” for Alternatives 1 and 3 in FEIS Chapter 4 


E-10 Respondent 27 asserted that the DEIS should include an analysis of the 
effects of the exchange on water quality. “Water quality impacts, such as 
increased pesticide and fertilizer runoff into streams due to potential conversion 
to agricuitural uses, should be discussed where applicable." Include discussion 
of waters included in “CWA Section 303(d) list of impaired waters as well as 
waters identified as stream segments of concern.” 


Response: 


A discussion of “impacts to Water Quality’ was added to Chapter 4. Alternative 1 
Resource Impacts common for al! Basins: Alternative 2, Resource Impacts common 
for all Basins: and Alternative 3. Resource Impacts Common for all Basins. Also 
information concerning water quality is utilized in discussions of impacts on Fisheries 
and Riparian Habitat. 


The Juniper Canyon parcels (UM35 & 75) have been withdrawn from Phase | of the 
Exchange. Before exchanging these lands. a more complete and detailed analysis of 
the impacts, including those to water quality, will be prepared in an EA tiered to this 
EIS. See also "Exchange Procedures” beginning on page 13 of the EIS 
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E-11 Respondent 8 asserts that many miles of irreplaceable aquatic/riparian 
habitat would be lost. 


Response: 


Under Phase 1 of Alternative 1 the BLM would administer a net gain of 58 miles of 
perennial streams and associated npanan habitat (DEIS. Table 4-1). In Future 
Phases of Alternative 1 the BLM could administer a net gain of 5.4 miles of perennial 
streams in the John Day Basin. in the Umatilla, Grand Ronde. and Powder Basins 
additional perennial streams and nparian habitat are likely to be acquired under Future 
Phases of the exchange 





E-12 Respondent Number 10 expressed a concern that disposal may invoive 
land within State Scenic Waterways and subsequently !ead to development of 
such lands. 


Response 
Additional descriptions and impact analysis regarding State Scenic Waterways has 


been incorporated into Chapters 3 and 4 within the “Recreation” discussions for lands 
considered for disposal and acquisition 





Approximately 5.120 Acres of land within the North and South Forks of the John Day 
State Scenic Waterways have been targeted for acquisition. Only about 440 acres 
within these State Scenic Waterways are being considered for disposal. As a result 
4.680 fewer acres of private land would be subject to development than under existing 
ownership patterns. Furthermore several hundred acres of acquisition lands adjacent 
to the South Fork can be acquired only if some smalier parcels within the State Scenic 
Waterway are disposed. 


E-13 Respondent 14 expressed a concern that tribal use areas may be lost to 
the Burns Paiute Tribe. 


Response 


The Burns Paiute Tribe, the Confederated Tribes of Warm Springs Reservation of 
Oregon. and the Confederated T~ibes of the Umatilla Reservation have been provided 
the opportunity to share information regarding tribal use areas. This sensitive 
information has been considered and incorporated into the decision making process 
concerning ihe disposal or retention o' particular parcels 
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E-14 Respondent 14 expressed a concern that only 33 of 69 tracts have been 
surveyed. Asked, “Does any of the federal land proposed for exchange have 
significant archeological value? 


Response: 


Comment refers to the previous status of cultural inventones in the Umatilla Basin at 
the time of preparation of the draft EIS - those inventories have been ongoing. At 
present. cultural resource inventories have been completed for Phase | tracts and are 
continuing for Future Phase par>els proposed for exchange in all basins. 


All parce's are surveyed before disposal, unless steep topography preciudes 
pedestrian examination. Lands with significant archaeological values would be 
deleted from the exchange proposal. and therefore the exchange would have no effect 
on sites eligible for the National Register. Evaluations of sites found on proposed 
exchange parcels are in progress. and until these evaluations are completed the 
parcels will be assigned to “Future” phase consideration. Therefore. parcels 
containing unevaluated sites will not be exchanged until after completion of 
significance evaluations. if these sites are found to be not eligible for the National 
Register, the parcel may be exchanged. The procedures for cultural resources are 
described in more detail on pages 18 and 19 of the draft EIS 


Inventones of Future Phase parcels commenced in the spring of 1997 and will 
continue through 1998. To date we are not aware of any traditional culturai use areas 
iden:‘tied on potential exchange parcels in the Grande Ronde or Powder basins 


E-15 Respondent 6 asserts that the FEIS must discuss the effects of previous 
land exchanges. 


Response 


The effects of previous land exchanges have been described in the NEPA 
documentation that accompanied previous exchanges. 40CFR1508.7 does require an 
analysis of the ‘cumulative impacts of past. present. and reasonably foreseeable 
future actions. The anaiysis of Cumulative impacts is discussed in the FEIS at the end 
of Ch 4 


E-16 Respondent 6 asserted that the “effects analysis is inadequate for the 
Umatilla, Grande Ronde, and Powder River basins ... Tiering future EAs to this 
EIS would be completely improper and inadequate.” For example effects 
analysis for old growth is nonexistent for these basins. 





Response 
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Tiering would be to the purpose and need of this EIS and to the critena for disposal 
and acquisition 


Resource assessments have been completed for all Umatilla Basin parcels and an 
analysis of the effects of the exchange is provided for all resources. This includes 
data on the anticipated net gain or loss of each resource to the public that would 
result from the exchange 


Jumper Canyon will be analyzed separately nm an additional environmental analysis 
document. See Exchange Procedures in the FEIS for more explanation 


The Grande Ronde and Powder Basin lands are included in Future Phases of the 
Exchange (refer to the Exchange Procedures im the FEIS). The Effects analysis for 
these basins was included in pp. 109-119 and 128 to 139 of the DEIS and can be 
found in Chapter 4 of the FEIS. The descriptions and analysis are more general 

since field work on individual parcels is not yet completed. The decision to dispose of 
Future Phase parcels is Contingent on further field investigations. clearances. and 
tribal and other consultations. A future environmental analysis document would 
provide a complete analysis of lands to be acquired and would be tiered to this EIS for 
the Purpose and Need and criteria for disposal and acquisition. A conformance review 
would ensure that exchange of the public lands would be in accordance with this EIS 


E-17 Respondent 22 found that the source of predictions for impacts to 
ecological function was not clear and as a consequence it is difficult to evaluate 


the effects of the disposal of BLM land on wildlife in, for example, Juniper 
Canyon. 


Response 

See Response to comment E-18 
E-18 Respondent 27 said that the EIS does not provide enough information to 
aetermine how the change tenure to private ownership would affect the water 
quality in Juniper Canyon. Final EIS should have separate effects analysis for 
Juniper Canyon. 


Response 


We acknowledge that the information and analysis presented for the Juniper Canyon 
area is general. These parcels have been withdrawn from Phase 1 of the Exchange 


Before further consideration of Juniper Canyon for exchange. the BLM will prepare an 


Environmental Assessment to determine if there would be significant impacts (See 
Exchange Procedures’ in the FEIS) This document will cover the complete range of 
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resources. including water quality. nparian areas. fishery and wildlife habitat. sensitive 
species. and tribal resources. If this additional information identifies natural and 
cultural resource values that indicate Juniper Canyon should remain in pubiic 
ownership, the parcels would be dropped from the exchange or another 2"teinative 
could be considered 


Responses to Miscellaneous Comments 


M-1 Respondent 6 argued that the EIS Violates NEPA. 40CFR1502.2(f) and 
1506.1(a)(1).(2) by conducting land exchange before Eastside EIS is completed. 
(taking an action prior to completion of an ongoing EIS). 


Response 


The full text of 40CFR1506.1 includes 40CFR1506.1(C)(2) “unless the action itself is 
accompanied by an adequate EIS.” 40CFR1506.1C(1) also includes the following 
text. “unless action is justified independently of program.” Because the proposed 
exchange is being analyzed in an EIS and because the benefits of consolidation of 
BLM lands exist independently of the Eastside EIS the E'S is consistent with the 
regulations of the National Environmental! Policy Act 


M-2 Respondent 22 requested that the BLM correct errors in Tables/Maps. (see 
letter #22 for list of errors) 


Response 

Tables and Maps have been prootec and corrections made 

M-3 Respondent 22 provided list of factual corrections/possible errors. (see 
letter #22 for list) 

Response 

Factual corrections identified in letter have been made in the FzIS. Fish habitat tables 
were not wcluded for Powder Basin. Chapter 3. because the inventory in this basin 
has not been completed. These inventones would be completed betore affected lands 


are exchanged 


M-4 Respondents 28 and 29 noted that Holmes Creek Road is a public access 
road. 


Response 
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December 10.1997 letter to respondents acknowledged error in DEIS. Correction 
made in FEIS 
Comments Concerning Purpose and Need 


N-1 Respondent 2 argued that Congress set up “checkerboard” pattern of 
ownership and it must continue. 


Response 


The history of BLM land ownership described on page 5 indicates that Congress did 
not mtend to set up a “checkerboard pattern’ of public land in northeastern Oregon 





Response to Comments About Specific Parcels 


P-1 Respondents 29-101 requested that the BLM not dispose of land located in 
T11SR27E. Sections 21, 22.23 (Cold Springs area) and T12SR27E, Sections 20 
and 28 (Baker City Gulch area) in order to maintain public access. 


Response 
ee response to Comment A-5 


P-2 Respondents 29-101 requested that the BLM attempt to Acquire T11SR27E. 
Sections 9.16.21, 22.23, and 28 (Cold Springs area) and T12SR27E. Sections 17, 
19 and 29 (Baker City Gulch area) and block up with adjacent public lands. 
Also acquire T1O0SR26E. Section 6 where Holmes Creek Road meets Highway 19 
to provide public access. Acquire T10SR26E. Section 33, Tax lot 3100 
T11SR26E. Section 10. Tax lot 1900: and T11SR26E. Section 24 Tax lot 3900 to 
create a solid block of public land and provide public access. 


Response 


The BLM generally acquires !and or interest in land on willing buyer/willing seller 
basis. The owners of these properties nave not indicated a willingness to dispose of 
these parcels. Acquisit:on of these parcels would also require the disposal! of BLM 
parcels that would otherwise be utilized to acquire higher value properties elsewhere 


P-3 Respondent 18 requested that the BLM acquire SE1/4 SE1/4 Sec. 10; $1/2 
$1/2 Sec 11; all of Sec 12 except S1/2 SE1/4 and SE1/4 $1/4 T7S, R29E and SE 
1/4 NW 1/4 Sec 8, T7S, R 30E to secure drainage from erosion and to provide 
public hunting access. 
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Response: 
See response to P-2 


P-4 Respondents 11 and 16 stated that trading OG ponderosa pine in 
headwaters of Stockdale and Scotty Creeks would create swift runoff and 
reduce these streams to nothing. “I find it a contradiction in purpose to 
eliminate wildlife habitat right next to land where it is going to take time to re- 
establish its viability. ... if these forested strips are eliminated the wildlife will 
be forced to move onto lower ranch alfalfa fields and further pressure the bleak- 
looking juniper control areas that are trying to make a comeback. Do not trade.” 


Disposal of these tracts ts necessary to acquire higher value parcels that provide more 
benefits for users and for the management of resources 


P-5 Respondent 15 stated a preference to see as much riparian land as 
possible retained by public to facilitate habitat restoration and treaty access. 
Retain G136B, G34, 644, 707,708, G429-33. 


Response: Under Alternative 1, Phase 1 of the exchange would result in the 
acquisition of nearly 72 miles of perennial streams and associated riparian habitat 
About 13 miles of perennial streams and associate riparian habitat would be disposed 
under Alternative 1 for a net gain of 59 miles of perennial streams. Similar benefits 
are expected as a result of Future Phases of the Exchange. The criteria, Objectives. 
and Benefits Reviewed in Planning section of Chapter 1 of both the DEIS and FEIS 
reflects the importance to the BLM of retaining nparian habitat and acquiring additional 
riparian habitat. In a few instances. isciated streamside parcels proposed for disposal 
contain relatively little mparian value ano because of the geography of the parcel are 
not likely to become degraded after disposal. in some instances the parcels contain 
relatively small amounts of nparian habitat. e.g G429-33. and are included in the 
exchange in order to acquire much more riparian habitat. It is not feasible to both 
retain the few tracts with nparian values and acquire the additional perennial streams 
and nparnan areas 


P-6 Respondents 20 and 21 requested that the BLM reconsider disposal of 530 
acres (parcel G 76 A, B, and C) because it is adjacent to public land (0-9), 
summer and winter range, and is used by Bald Eagles, and is important hunting 
area accessible to the public. 


Response 
Wildlife inventones on these lands found no indication of bald eagle roosting or nesting 


on BLM managed land. It is recognized that this land is within mule deer and elk 
winter range, and will be traded for more mule deer and elk winier range. Because of 
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the steep nature of this tract, it is not anticipated that management of this tract under 
private ownership will affect mule deer and elk winter range significantly (it has no 
commercial timber and is not suitable for farming). Larger blocks of land surtable for 
hunting would be acquired in the exchange. 


P-7 Respondents 22 and 105 requested that the BLM not dispose of the Juniper 
Canyon parcel because functionality of habitat is mostly intact ...Respondent 
105 requested that Juniper Canyon be retained for ecologically and culturally 
significant values. 


Response: 
A separate environmental assessment would be conducted for The Juniper Canyon 
parcels prior to a transaction involving these parcels. Also see Response to comment 


E-18. and the “Exchange Procedures” section of the EIS. 


P-8 Respondent 22 requested that the BLM Acquire T11SR26ES1, SE1/4 NW 1/4 
and SW 1/4 in order to provide public access to Rudio mountain. 





Response 


The BLM is willing to consider the acquisition of land in the area of Rudio Mountain as 
requested. However, the acquisition of any private property through this land 
exchange requires that landowners be willing participants in an exchange. (See 
response to comment P-2.) 


P-9 Respondent 22 requested that the BLM retain parcels UN 16-20 because 
“these parcels provide significant and the only cover for elk on winter range in 
this area. 


Response 


Parcels UN16-20 do contain some quality big game habitat. However. the land 
ownership pattern in the area is fractured. which presents management difficulties for 
the Bureau. One objective of the exchange is to create opportunities to develop and 
Sustain good wildlife habitat on larger. more manageable blocks of land that we 
anticipate acquiring in this exchange 





P-10 Respondent 22 listed severa! parceis along streams in Grande Ronde and 
Powder River Basins that should be retained or considered for retention to 
protect fish habitat or to maintain access for anglers. 
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Response: 


These parcels may have fisheries value. However, these parcels are all small and 

isolated and the stream segments on them are shorn. Consequently managing them is 

difficult and activity on a small parcels may have little effect on the entire reach of a 

stream. in general, the BLM prefers to manage larger biocks of land with longer 

segments of streams where management is likely to have a greater positive and long 
term effect. See also Page 111 of the DEIS “Fisheries Impacts: Common for all 
Basins (Alternative 1). 


Fishery habitat is an important criteria for acquisition lands (see FEIS. Ch 1.. Critena 
Objectives, and Benefits Reviewed in Planning). A net increase in fishery habitat and 
a greater opportunity for effective management of the habitat 1s a probabie result of 
the exchange. 


One parcel suggested to be retained provides angler access to Thief Valley Reservoir 
The exchange involves only the east half of this 80 acre parcel, which is not 
necessary to maintain access to Thief Valley Reservoir. 


P-11 Retain lands within the Pine Creek watershed to facilitate anticipated 
restoration activity if tribes acquire Pine Creek Ranch. 


Response: 


In consultation with the Confederated Tribes of Warm Springs Reservation staff on 
Jan. 1. 1998. it was determined that no public lands considered for disposal are within 
the Pine Creek Ranch, proposed for acquisition by the Warm Springs Tribes 


P-12 Respondent 102 and 6 supported transfer of acquired BLM lands in the 
North Fork of the John Day River to the Forest Service. 


Response: 


Such an action is outside the scope of this EIS. The transfer of BLM lands to the 
Forest Service was not considered as part of land exchange. The Forest Service has 
not indicated an interest in acquiring these lands because such action would require 
Congress to change National Forest Boundaries. 


P-13 Respondent 31 expressed concern about beetle kill on a parcel in the Vale 
District. 





Response. 
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The management of parcels included in the land exchange is outside the scope of this 
EIS. The concerns of the respondent were communicated to the responsible 
manager. 


P-14 Respondent 105 expressed a concern about disposing parcel UM29 
adjacent to Wanaket Wildlife mitigation Area near McNary because it would be a 
good addition to that area. 

Response: 

Parcel UM 29 is a 160 acre parcel surrounded by private land, with one corner 
touching upon the Wanaket Area. Although the parcel provides wildlife habitat. the 
quality of that habitat is rated as low due to the effects of past livestock overuse, 
weed invasion, gravel extraction and dumping. The BLM considers this parcel to be 
difficult to manage and suitable for either exchange of ownership or exchange of 
management. 

P-15 Respondent 105 expressed a concern about disposing parcel UM62 
adjacent to | 84 near the Blue Mt. Summit at Kamela because it provides access 
from the | 84 right-of-way to hunting lands on Forest Service land. 

Response 


We are aware that legai access through the National Forest may be more difficult than 
from 1-84. A safety problem may exist by parking vehicles to gain access from 1-84. 
Concerns About Comments Submitted During the Scoping Process 


S-1 Respondent 8 requested that Comments submitted December 30, 1996 be 
considered. 


Response 


All material submitted by the public in response to planning documents for NOALE 
becomes part of the planning record 


S-2 Respondent 29 (A) requested that letters responding to scoping be included 
in the “record.” 


Response: 


See response to comment S-1 
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Comments Concerning Land Exchange Procedure 


X-1 Respondents 6 and 9 state that the fair market value of lands in the 
exchange must be disclosed. 


Response: 


BLM must complete all environmental analysis, appraisais and other documentation 
requirements before making a decision on land exchanges.” “Appraisal information 
and other valuation material regarding the public and private lands involved in the 
exchange are part of the administrative record and must be available for public review 
after publication of the Notice of Decision. (43CFR2201.7-1)" We have not reached 
this point of the exchange process. 





X-2 Respondent 6 stated that economic and biological values were not given 
any weight in determining the value of the land being traded. 


Response: 


Under 43 USC 1716, Sec. 206 [b], “The values of the lands exchanged ... shall ... be 
equal ...". The Federal Land Exchange Facilitation Act [P. L. 100-409], Sec. 3 [h} [1] 
“require that exchanges of lands ... be for equal value .... In 43 CFR 2201.3-1. states 
‘a qualified appraiser shall provide to the authorized officer appraisals estimating the 
market value of Federal and non-Federal properties involved in an exchange” In Sec 
2201.3-2 the subject of market value is discussed including the concepts of highest 
and best use, estimating values as if in private ownership and available for sale in the 
open market, etc. It also states that the appraiser shall include various resource 
values “that are reflected in the prices paid for similar properties in the competitive 
market 


If the market is reflecting a resource value such as creek frontage. comparable sales 
with this amenity should be used for value comparisons. However. resources primarily 
valuable to biologists, such as habitat for rare and endangered species. are unlikely to 
be reflected in the prices paid for property and would not, therefore, be considered in 
the appraisals. 


X-3 Respondent 15 noted that parcels 168 A and B contain a large spring 
complex and that valuation should include added value. 


Response: 


Access to useful quantities of domestic or agricultural water is a value recognized in 
BLM appraisals. 
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X-4 Respondent 6 asked “What assurances are there that no change will occur 
in the value of acquired lands between now and when exchange is complete?” 


Response: 


Assuming there are no physical changes in the property, the market value appraisals 
are uSually valid for at least six months. However, the value of merchantable timber 
can change more rapidly, depending on various market influences. If the exchange Is 
not consummated in a reasonable time, the values can be ‘locked in’ by an exchange 
agreement or the appraisals can be updated to reflect any changes in the market. It 
there is a physical change in the property such as the removal or loss of merchantable 
timber, a reappraisal is necessary. 


X-5 Respondents 6 and 9 argued that “The FEIS needs to discuss whether the 
JV Ranch will accept land in exchange for the ranch land.” 


Response. 


An assembied land exchange makes it possible for some private participants to 
receive cash while ail transactions for the BLM remain exchanges. 


X-6 Respondent 9 asked what are qualifications of BLM staff to conduct a land 
exchange? 


Response 


Tne Realty Specialist over-seeing the exchange. the Appraiser, and the Area 
Managers have many years of experience in land exchanges. The authority to 
conduct land exchanges !s granted under the Federal Land Policy and Management 
Act of October 21. 1976. Appendix D in the FEIS lists the preparers and their 
experience 


X-7 Respondent 9 had several questions concerning exchange process and the 
role of Clearwater Land Excnange. (See Letter 9) 





Response 


Clearwater must negotiate an acceptable settlement with the participants in the 
exchange. Qualified BLM staff (see response to X-6) represent BLM interests. 


X-8 Respondent 9 asked, “Is this a timber sale?" 


Response 
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No, it is a land exchange. The BLM weuid tiade land and receive land as provided for 
in 43CFR2200. 


X-9 Respondent 9 asked, "Are you just trying to avoid the law?" 
Response 

No. the BLM is complying with all relevant laws and regulations. The primary 
authorities and procedural laws are listed in the portion of Chapter 1 titled 


Conformance with Policies and Other Land Use Plans in the FEIS 


X-10 Respondent 9 asked, " Is timber part of the exchange? Can timber be 
excluded? 


Response: 

Yes. Timber is an element of the value of both disposal and acquisition properties 
Without the value added by the timber it would be impossible for the BLM to acquire 
as much timbered land and riparian habitat as would occur through the exchange as 


now structured 


X-11 Respondent 28 (D) requested that the BLM, "Please send a list of lands 
that would be disposed in Phase 1. 


Response 


A letter Dated Dec. 10, 1997 provided this information. A current listing can also be 
found in this document in Appendix A 


X-12 Respondent 28 (D) asked if the BLM would offer land surrounded by 
private land to another landowner if the owner of the surrounding land did not 
wish to acquire the parcel? 

Response 

In most cases. if a tract of public land is entirely surrounded by a single private 
landowner and that landowner does not wish to purchase the tract from Clearwater. 


the tract would be witndrawn from the exchange 


X-13 Respondent 26 requested that timber made available through trades 
should be restricted from exporting. 


Response 
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Such restrictions would reduce the value of properties associated with the trade and 
consequently reduce the value of land that could be acquired through the exchange. 
The recent court decision concerning the Huckleberry Land Exchange concluded a 
federal agency need not include environmental restrictions beyond those imposed by 
law where there is nothing to suggest that the other party would agree. On the other 
hand, any timber harvested on acquired lands subsequent to acquisition could not be 
exported. 
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This Final Environmental 
Impact Statement was 
sent to the Following 
Persons, Organizations, 
Agencies and Tribal 
Governments: 


Dennis Abraham 

Martin Albert 

Michae! Albert, M.D 

Arvid Anderson 

Partners Derby - Smith 

Mr. and Mrs. J.E. Barry 

Kory Bates, Outreach Nortnwest Inc 

Dick Bedortha, Bedortha Ranches Inc. 
Robert Beith 

Lee Belknap 

Janine Blaelock Western Land Exchange Project 
Blue Mountain Lumber Products, LLC 

Blue Mountains Biodiversity Project 

Mrs. Joe Borschowa 

James E. Brown 

T.G. Brown 

Harvey Buche 

Ken & Betty Buck 

Robert Burnett 

Ron Burnette 

Jon Cain 

Tom Campbell, Campbell Livestock Company 
George !. Cannon and Son 

Donald J. Capon 

Donna Carter 

Jack and Clyde Cavender 

Calvin Clark 

Ted Clausen 

Louis Coelho 

John & Sheria Collins 

L.C. & Thelma Colvin, Colvin Cattle Company 
Mrs. Warren C. Constant 

John Coombs 

Karen Coulter, Blue Mtn Bio-Diversity Project 
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John P. Dadoly 

Clyde Davidson 

J.P. Davis 

Jett Dayne 

Arthur Decker, Decker Ranch 

Deer Creek Ranch 

Mike Desjarain 

James Dovenberg 

Philip Drain 

Marianne Dugan, Western Enwronmenta! Law Center 


George R. Duncan Jr 

Roger O. Eciger 

Danny Ell:son 

Gary W. Engle 

Gary Ervin 

Wayne Endicott, The Bow Rack 
Dave Fields Trini-D. LLC 

W.T. Fiemming 

Terry Lee Footer 

Donaid C. Gomes. Eagle Valley Ranch 
Robert & Shirley Hess 

David Jobe. White Water Warehouse inc 
Micnae! Genhrman 

David Green, Desert Trai! Association 
Enc P Gustafson, Phd 

Habersetzer Hanson Partnership 
Richard Harris 

Donaid Hill 

Clint Hanh 

Aiex Hanson 

Clarence Harvey 

Marilyn Haughton 

Kenneth a Hattrup 

WR. Heise 

Stan Hermens 

Robert & Scot Hess. Jackass Creek Assuiates 
Dane Holmes 

Stanley G. Hunking 

Aaron Jennings, NW Environmental Defense Center 
D.R. Johnson 

Wayne Kee 

.W. Keerins, Bonham Keermns Trust 
Zack T. & Linda Keys 

Elmer Kilby 

Mike Kilparnck 

ira W. Kimball 

Greg Kimball 

KLE Enterprises, inc 

R.M. Knox and Sons, RSK Ranching 
Richard L. Larson 

Joseph A Laverdue 

Mark Lawrence 

Jonn Lawson 

Alvin D. Law, Wild Water Ariventures 
Shirley Lee 

Gordon Lemmons 
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Marvin McDougal, Oxbow Hanch 
Wilks McNee! 

Malheur Lumber Company 

Malheur Twnber Operators. inc 

Alan Mauer 

McGerr Ranches 

David & Nancy McKinnon, Big Mac Productions inc 
James & Patncia Meece 

Christopher Meyers 

Cathenne C. Miller 

Witham L. & Sylvia Miller 

Barbara Morgan 

Gertrude Morgan 

Myrice Morrison 

Steve and Carolyn Mullin 

Erk M. Nansen 

Richard Naumann 

Robern Neary 

Richard Nelsen 

Richard D. Nelson 

Frank Nenz 

Oregon Natural Desert Association 
Oregon Trout 

Leonard P. Osborne 

Smokey M. Overton 

Richard S. Page 

Gratton Paul 

Bryce Paulson 

Maury Payne 

James & Shuriee Perkins 

Evertt Peterson 

Theodore H. Phelps 

Mike Philips, Wildwood Investments. inc 
Russ Pinto, T>e Nature Conservancy 
Una A Pope 

Leonard Portily, Oregon Trail Adventures inc 
Protecting Industnes Now Endangered 
Howard Quandt 

Rogers Ranch Corp 

Jo Anne Rickman 

Chuc'. R. Roady, Crown Pacific 
Schnabele Ranches 

E.G. Shaw Ranches inc 

Frank R. Robison 

Richard Fodoni 
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Cnaries Rogers 

Edward C. and Ken Sargent 

Donaid W Sledge 

Jack P. Stewer 

Ceceka Storch 

Don Strasser, Freewind Sports. inc 
Richard N Ross 

Terry Sawyer 

Jennter Schemm. Bive Mountam Natwe “orest Alhance 
Mie Schoenwald 

Donaid L. Schultz 

Frances Sheedy. Cupper Creek Rand LLC 
Robert E. Shotwell, Capital Press 

Lynn RF. Shumway 

Srerra Club, Oregon Chapter 

Betty Sigier 

Mike Srnuth 

Rachel Smith. Biue Mountain Nate Forest Alhance 
David Snider 

R.E. Sproul 

Ber Staniey 

Mildred Stcuber 

John E. & Joanne L Strer 

Jim Strrewalt 

Cora Stubbieteid 

Thomas Tankersiey 

Gail Thomas 

Anthony B. Tinco, Tinco Ranch Inc 

Dan G. Turley 

Jack & John Vaughan. Vaughan Ranch 
Norbert Voiny 

JF. & Kathenne Walton 

Richard Wilburn 

Charlies Woods 

Ron Yockurn 

Cletus Zink, Trophy Wildide Management LLC 
Pri St. Claw, Craw Upper South Fork of the John Day Watershed Council 
Clay Weigum 

Michael Keerns 

Lester A Frost 

John A. George 

Wilharn A Howe 

Denms Aaronson 

Clayton and Martha Stubbs 

Charlies B. Thomas 

Marnanne Betzier 





Jarme E. Hopp Jr 
Kenneth E. Proftat 
Citiord E. Phidiges 
Janet F. Thomas 
Monty G. Wdkarns 
Darroli Gover 

Arthur 1. Perry Jr 
Clayton Hahn 
Ronald Heigeson 
Jerry Hofmann 
Andy Hughes 

Merle J Kidwell 
Andy J. Hughes 
Raymond J Worley 
Eugene J Gilaspre 
Bai ang Carol J Wight 
Donaid Jarnson 

Ter Kassann 
Katmeen Kidwe'! 
Jessee Kidwell! 
Jarre Kidwell 

Jule Kidwell 

Randy . Hansen 
Harold L Olsen 
Norma . Sommer 
Pau! Lews 

Joe Lews 

Jon Lewis 

Pearl Lews 

Fred Lewrs 

Jack Lows 

Larry M Maurer 
Jern Vi Lews 
Frank Mo Miller 
Kassandra W Close 
Douglas Merril 
Nancy Mixon 

Lous N Maurer 
Brad Olsen 

Rober P Fitzsimmons 
Jearmne P Wood 
Steve Peterson 
Mary Proffitt 

Manual QO Salazar Jr 
Clarence R. and Bernice V. Kolkow 
Witham R Thomas 
Vernon RF. Hughes 
Hed S Lews 
Steve Soimmer 
Oscar Sommer 
Sheila Stockner 
Mikey Stockner 
Fredenck T Kurchhoter 
James T. Mae! 
Michael V LaPlante 
Cary Vincent Jr 
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Tribal Governments 
Confederated Tribes of the Warm Springs Reservation of Oregon 
Bruce Brunoe Sr, Tribal Chmn 


Bran Cunninghame, Warm Springs Power Enterprises 
Kiamath Tribes 
Morns Jimenz, Tribal Cham t 
Dino Hererra, Cult. Fes Mgmt 
Burns Paiute Tribe 
Wanda Johnson, Trbal Chrnr 
La*.y Ricicards, T.bal Chai 
lunda Reed, Tribai Archaeoligist 
Contederated Tribes of the Umatilla Reservation of Oregon 
Donaid Sampson, Tribal Chai 
Jett Van Pett. Cultural Resource Specialist 


Federal! Officials 
Bob Smah. U.S. Representatrve 
Ron Wyden, U.S. Senator 
Gordon Smith. U.S Senator 


Federal Agences 
Advisory Council on Histonc Presery.tion 
Deparment of Agnculture 
Ochoco National Forest 
Charies Hedges 
Malheur Natrona! Forest 
Tin Kernble 
Gerrsh Wilks 
Umatilla National Forest 
Wallowa Whitman Natona! Forest 
Natural Resource Conservation Service 
Department of Commerce 
National Marine Fir henes Service 
Scott Carion 
Department of Detense 
USAF Envir. Safety. Ocupational Health 
USAF Director of Environmental Quality 
Department of Energy 
Office of NEPA Oversight 
Department of the intenor 
Bureau of indian Affairs 
USD! BIA Area Director 
Geraid S Hennkson 
Bureau of Land Mangement. Gien Allen Resource Area 
KJ. Mushovic 
Bureau of Mines 
Fish and Véiidite Service 
Chet, Division of Environmental Contarmmnation 
Chad Devore 
Randy Tweten 
Doug Young 
Geological Survey, Environmental Aftairs Program 
Minerals Management Service, Environmental Policy and Program Division 
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National Park Service 

Division of Environmental Compiliznce 

John Day Fossil Bed Nat Monument 

James - Hammett, Supt. 

Office of Environmental Aftairs 
Bureau of Reciamation 

Carolyn Burpee Stone 

Environmental Protection Agency 


State and Local Governments 
County Planning Commissions (Grant, Morrow, Wheeler, Umatilla, Union, Baker, and Wallowa 
countes) 
Grant County Court 
Jim Walker, Road Supervisor Grant County Road Dept 
Sherman Co Court 
Wheeler County Court 
Oregon Department of Forestry 
Lance Clark 
Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development 
Oregon Division of State Lands 
John Lilly 
Oregon State Histonc Preservation Officer 
Oregon Department of Energy 
Oregon Department of Geology & Minerals 
Oregon State Parks and Recreation 
Elizabeth Carter 
Cynthia A. Vergari 
Oregon Department of Fish and Wilclife 
Craig Ely 
Mike Gray 
Bob Krein 
Jim Lauman 
Mark Liverman 
Tim Unterwegner 
Oregon Department of Revenue 
Oregon Department of Transportation 
Department of Environmental! Quality 
Governor's Office 
National Marine Fishenes Service 
Oregon Water Resources 
Mike McCord 
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